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Current Topics. 
Vesting Orders in Lunacy. 

UNDER SECTIONS 136 to 143 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, 
jurisdiction was conferred on the Judge in Lunacy to make 
vesting and other orders with regard to property vested in a 
lunatic as trustee or mortgagee. By section 1 of the Lunacy 
Act, 1911, these powers, except so far as they relate to lunatic 
mortgagees, not being also trustees, are transferred to the High 
Court, and are to be exercised subject to rules of the Supreme 
Court. Similar jurisdiction already exists with regard to 
trustees under the Trustee Act, 1893, and the procedure is 
regulated by R. 8. C. ord. 55, r. 134. A new rule, which we 
print elsewhere (ord. 55, r. 138), applies the same procedure 
to applications for vesting orders under the Iunacy Acts, 1890 
and 1911. 

The German Espionage Case. 


Tne PuBLIC at large, and the legal profession in particular, 
have been very painfully impressed by the sentence of three 


| and a half years’ imprisonment passed on Mr. BERTRAM STEWART, 


at Leipsic, on Saturday last. The accused, a solicitor of high 
standing, who happens to hold a commission in the Yeomanry, 
protested his innocence with an indignant earnestness which, 
coupled with the fact that the trial took place in camerd, has 
deeply affected public opinion. It would, of course, be unreason- 
able to criticize adversely the administration of justice in some 
foreign country merely because it considers that public policy 
requires a certain class of case to be tried otherwise than in open 
court. Our own Punishment of Incest Act, 1908, provides for 
the trial in camerd of all persons accused of that offence ; and 
under the Children Act the proceedings of Juvenile Offenders’ 
Courts are closed to the public at large. But the secrecy of the 
judicial proceedings in Mr. STEWART'S case is only one out of several 
elements which have occasioned comment by English lawyers on 











| German methods, Two points may be specially noticed here as 
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illustrative of what would appear to be a difference between | who pawned the coat next day. The defence was an alibi which 
Continental criminal procedure and our own. One of these is | was fairly strong as to the larceny, but weak as to the pawning 
the admission of the evidence, apparently uncorroborated, of a incident. It was, therefore, not surprising that the jury con- 
witnes+, who, according to his own story, was the accomplice of victed, and that an application for leave to appeal against the 
the prisoner. In our system it is the duty of the judge to direct | conviction was refused by one of the judges of the Court of 
the jury that such evidence, unless corroborated, ought not to | Criminal Appeal. But a day or two after leave to appeal had 
be acted upon, and a conviction may be quashed where the been refused, another man, arrested in the same town for 4 
judge has omitted to make such a direction: FR. v. Tate (1908, | similar offence, confessed to being the man who had both stolen 
2 K. B. 680). At the same time, the jury are entitled | and pawned the coat in question. On careful investigation, the 
to disregard such direction and to convict if they believe | police were satisfied that a miscarriage of justice had occurred, 
the uncorroborated evidence (Ross gn Court of Criminu | through a wrong identification by the two witnesses for the 
Appeal, p. 105, and cases there cited). Certainly, in practice, | prosecution. A report was at once made to the Home Office 
English juries do not convict on the evidence of a witness whose | by the Recorder and the police, and the man originally con- 
past character is of the kind imputed to the chief (if not the | victed was immediately ve'eased. But the conviction still 
only) witness whom the prosecution appears to have called. | remained, and could not be got rid of without the assistance of 
The second point which offends British conceptions of justice is | the Court of Criminal Appeal. The appellant, therefore, con- 
the apparent use of an agent-provocateur to tempt Mr. STEWART tinued his application for leave to appeal, in order to get the 
to commit the alleged offence ; but it must be stated, in fairness | conviction quashed. The full court granted him leave to appeal 
to the German authorities, that the judgment of the court | on the information furnished to them by the Home Office, but, 
nowhere alleges or suggests that the witness in question was | before allowing the appeal and quashing the conviction, required 
such an agent; so far we have only the fact that the defence set | to be s:tisfied by proper evidence in law that the conviction was 
up alleged him to be such. In view of all the facts of the case, | wrong, and ordered the man who had confessed to having 
we cavnot help thinking that the executive authority in | committed the crime to attend at the next sitting of te court 
Germany will see the undesirability of insisting that the severe | to give evidence. He du'y appeared before the court; and as 
sentence on Mr. Stewart be served out to the bitter end. The | counsel for the Director of Public Prosecutions accepted his 
more lenient treatment accorded to German subjects convicted | evidence, the conviction was at once quashed without further 
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of similar offences before our courts will probably be successfully | evidence. 


A miscarriage of justice was in this way more 


urged by the Foreign Office as a reason for some relaxation of | perfectly remedied than was possible before the existence of the 


the penalty. 


The Offence of Espionage. 

MUCH PUBLIC surprise has been also occasioned in Mr. 
STEWART'S case by the discovery that any attempt to obtain 
information about German preparations for war—however openly 
the investigation is made—amounts to the offence of espionage 
under the law of the German Empire. In this respect, however, 
there appears to be no real difference between that system and 
our own law on the point as contained in the Official Secrets Act 
of 1911, which came into force on the 22nd of August last. 
Section | (1) of the statute makes it a felony, punishable with 
penal servitude of not less than three or more than seven years, 
to “ obtain or communicate to any other person any sketch, plan, 
model, article, or note, or other document or information which 
is caleulated to be, or might be, or is intended to be, directly or 
indirectly useful to an enemy.” And section 1 (2) provides that 
on a prosecution under the section it shall not be necessary 
to prove that the accused “ was guilty of any particular act tend- 
ing to shew a purpose prejudicial to the safety or interests of the 
State, and notwithstanding that no such act is proved against 
him, he may be convicted if, from the circumstances of the case, or 
his conduct, or his known character as proved, it appears that his 

urpose was a purpose prejudicial to the safety or interests of the 
State.” Moreover, the section goes on to provide that, if he is 
found to have obtained information relating to a prohibited place 
as defined in the Act (this includes practically all military stations, 
or camps, or factories), he shall be deemed to have obtained it 
for a purpose prejudicial to the interests of the State until the 
contrary is proved. It will thus be seen that our own law con- 
tains the same stringent definition of espionage which is foun | 
in Germany ; and evidently both countries think it necessary to 
arm their Executive with very wide powers in order to restrict 
the knowledge of their military dispositions to those whose duty 
it is to organize and maintain national defence. 


Remedying a Miscarriage of Justice. 

A CASE, which serves as an excellent illustration of the 
separate existence, the different modes of operation, but withal 
the co-operation, of the Home Office and the Court of Criminal 
Appeal with regard to remedying a miscarriage of justice, 
recently occurred. The case is also of importance in other 
ways. Ata recent Borough Quarter Sessions a man was charged 
with larceny of a coat, and was convicted of receiving it knowing 
it to have been stolen. The case against him was that he was 
identified by X, a pawnbroker, and his wife, as being the man 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


How Far will the Remedy be Available? 


But THE incident cannot be dismissed without pointing out a 

matter which gives rise to some feelings of anxiety. The 
establishment of the Court of Criminal Appeal was undoubtedly 
due in some measure to feelings of uneasiness emphasized by a 
notorious case of mistaken identity, but for a long time it must 
have been apparent to anyone who has followed the decisions of 
| the court at a!l closely, that it is rarely likely to be success‘ully 
appealed to in such a case. Given evidence fit to go to the jury 
‘and the absence of any question of law or misdirection by the 
judge, the court generally holds that the matter is one purely 
| to be determined by a jury and refuses to interfere. The very 
/case we have been considering illustrates that principle, since 
| leave to appeal was refused. It is difficult to eee how the court 
could act otherwise. Those responsible for prosecutions, the 
witnesses for the prosecution, the judge, and the jury, have, 
therefore, not been relieved in the smallest degree of the 
responsibility resting upon them for the careful exercise of their 
| powets and duties by the establishment of the Court of Criminal 
| Appeal, and it is still, unfortunately, impossible to rest secure in 
the belief that, in consequence of the perfection of our system of 
administration of the criminal law, no miscarriages of justice can 
occur in the future. 








Executor not Disclosing his Character, 

Ir AN executor does an act which is to be valid and effective to 
vest property in another person, does it make any difference 
whether he does or does not disclose the fact that he is an 
executor? The Court of Appeal say it does make a difference. 
This is the ground upon which the decision of Mr. Justice JOYCE, 
in Solomon v. Attenborough (1911, 2 Ch. 159), has just been 
reversed, as reported elsewhere. The action was brought to 
recover from the defendants certain articles of plate as_belong- 
ing to the estate of a testator whose trustees the p'aintiffs were. 
The defence was that the chattels had been pledged by one of 
the testator’s two executors. Mr. Justice Joyce held, in giving 
judgment for the defendants, that there was no limit to the 
period of time during which an executor might exercise his 
ordinary power to sell or pledge chattels of the testator. 
The defendants, as a matter of fact, were not aware that 
the chattels pledged were not the absolute property of the 
pledgor, who did not disclose to them his character of executor. 
This feature of the case was not dealt with in the judgment 
of Mr. Justice Joyce, who based his decision on the fact of 
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the pledgor’s executorship simply. In the Court of Appeal 
this non-disclosure of the pledgor’s executorship proved to be 
the pivot of the case, and the judgment below was reversed 
on the ground that the pledgor had not pledged the goods as 
executor, and had, therefore, not conferred any title on the 
defendants. The Master of the Rolls quoted a passage from 
the judgment of Sir Joun Leacnu in Watkins v. Cheek (2 8. & 
§. 199) as follows: “So a mortgagee or purchaser from the 
executor of part of the personal property of the testator has 
aright to infer that the executor is, in the mortgage or sale, 
acting fairly in the execution of his duty, and is not bound 
to inquire as to the debts or legacies.” This doctrine, the Master 
of the Rolls held, gave no support to the view that the pledgor 
of a testator’s goods could confer a title on the pledgee, although 
as executor he was entitled to pledge them, if he did not in‘orm 
the pledgee that he was acting as executor. Since the pledgor 
had gone into the defendants’ shop as a private individual and 
had pledged the goods as his own, the defendants were in no 
better position than if a private individual who had no title had 
pawned these goods. With deference, is not this a somewhat 
strange doctrine? Surely the title of the defendants depended 
on whether the pledgor had the legal right to pledge the goods, 
not on what the pledgor said as to his title, or on what the 
pledgee thought as to the pledgor’s title. Was the pledgor 
entitled to pawn—yea or nay? Why should this case stand on 
a different footing to the converse case of a pledgor, believing he 
had no title and actually having title? Surely the pledgee’s 
title would stand or fall with the pledgor’s actual right—not his 
supposed want of right—to pledge. And if so, why should not 
the present case be governed by the actual state of the facts, 
that the pledgur had the right to pledge? In the interests of 
. science we should like to see this case go to the House 
of Lords. 


The Money-lenders Acts. 

SECTION 2 of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, enacts, in positive 
and express terms, that a money lender (1) must register him- 
self as a money-lender, (2) must carry on his business in his 
registered name, and (3) must not enter into any agreement or 
take any security otherwise than in his registered name. The 
penalty for any infraction of these provisions is imprisonment 
and fine. It has been settled that “a contract which is expressly 
forbidden and made criminal by this Act can give no cause of 
action to a party who seeks to enforce it”: per FLETCHER 
Moutton, L.J., in Re Robinson (1911, 1 Ch., at p. 236). The 
Court of Appeal also decided in Re Robinson that under such a 
void contract or security a bond fide assignee was in no better 
position than the original money-lender, and could not enforce 
the contract or security. Tbe comment of NEVILLE, J. (whose 
decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal), on this construc- 
tion of section 2, as it affected assignees, was: “It would 
almost seem that the effect of the prohibitions in section 2 
of the Act was not fully realized” (1910, 2 Ch.. at 
p 575). Seeing that the rights of bond fide assignees 
are carefully presorved, so far as section 1 of the Act is con- 
cerned, this theory of casus omissus would seem to be the correct 
explanation of the failure to protect assignees under section 2. 
By the Money-lenders Act, 1911, section 1, the Legislature has 
now made good the omission. This Act (1 & 2 Geo. 5, ¢. 38) 
was assented to, and came into operation, on the 16th of December 
last, and, except as to transactions “declared void by a court of 
competent jurisdiction” before its commencement, the Act is 
retrospective, and is to be construed as one with the Act of 1200. 
Section 1, sub-section 1, enacts that, notwithstanding section 2 of 





the Act of 1900, “any agreement with, or security taken by, a! 
money-lender shall be, and shall be deemed always to have been, | 
valid in favour of any bond fide assignee or holder for value with- 
out notice of any defect due to the operation of that section, and } 
any person deriving title under him” ; the enactment does not | 
operate in favour of anyone who is himself a money-lender. The } 


same sub-section also makes these agreements valid in favour of 
persons who pay or transfer money or property “ un the faith of the 
validity of any such agreement or security, without notice of any 
wich defect.” The money-lender, however, is made “liable to, 


indemnify the borrower or any other person who is prejudiced 
by virtue of this enactment.” Sub-section 2 relates to notice, 
and mere owission to search the register established under the Act 
of 1900 is not to be deemed to be notice of what the register 
would have disclosed. Section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882 
(as to constructive notice), is to apply as if “purchaser” in 
thafsection “included a person making any such payment or 
transfer as aforesaid.” The effect of section 1 thus is, that 
not only are assignees of securities from a possible money-lender 
relieved of a serious risk, but trustees are also relieved of the 
risk of having to indemnify a beneficiary on whose behalf they 
may bave paid over a fund on the strength of a void security. 
This latter point does not appear to have been the subject of any 
reported case, but was evidently a real danger under the Act of 
1900. 


Cruelty to a Royal Fish. 


WHEN THE Wild Animals in Captivity Protection Act, 1900, 
was passing through the Legislature, a noble lord entertained 
the House of Lords by suggesting that a sportsman who used 
a worm to bait his hook would be liable to conviction under 
that statute. For a worm, he said, is surely a “wild” animal ; 
and a worm upon a_ hook is certainly in captivity. This 
ingenious argument would seem to have afforded a hint or two 
to the learned counsel who argued the case for the prosecution 
in Steele v. Rogers (Times, January 22nd), which came before the 
Divisional Court upon a case stated by the justices of Cornwall. 
A shoal of whales had followed wind and tide until fortune 
landed them upon the coast of Cornwall; there the receding 
tide left them stranded and helpless. A crowd of sightseers 
collected ; some bold spirits attacked the whales, and cut one of 
the poor, he'pless creatures with the blades of long knives. 
Some brutal persons went so far as to cut their initials upon 
the backs of the creatures—a piece of cruelty which very 
properly excited the indignation of the court. The defendant 
does not appear to have done more than attack the whale with 
his knife, but the local bench found that he caused “ unnecessary 
suffering” to the animal. They were of opinion, however, that 
the whale could not be regarded as “in captivity,” and 
therefore dismissed the summons, subject to a case stated by 
them at the request of the prosecution. Upon argument before 
the High Court, much archaic and interesting lore was brought 
to bear upon the simple point at issue. BLACKSTONE (Book I. 
cap. VIILI.), was cited to shew that the whale is a “ royal fish ” ; 
if captured near the coast, or stranded upon it, the Crown 
has the so’e right to the possession of the spoil—an inter- 
esting addition to the duties of the King’s Coroner, who must 
inquire into royal spolia and treasure trove. It was argued 
that a stranded whale was obviously regarded by BLACKSTONE 
as ‘‘in the possession ” of the King, just in the same way as one 
captured off the coast—and, therefore, was a wild animal in 
“captivity.” This was backed up by the.more practical argu- 
ment that the presence of an armed band of sightseers rendered 
the whale a captive. It was even contended that the mere fact 
that the huge mammal was helpless while the tide was out 
made it during that period of time a “ wild animal in captivity. 
Mr. Justice PickrorD, who delivered the leading judgment of 
the court, disposed of these contentions by pointing out that 
those whales which had not been injured escaped as soon as 
the high tide came in again, so that obviously there existed no 
permanent form of physical restraint. To this one would add 
the obvious consideration that “captivity” requires “ capture, 
and for “a captor” there must surely be human agency 
directly or indirectly involved in making the capture and 
detaining the captive. Ordinary opinion, we fancy, will agree 
with the view taken by the High Court, which dismissed the 
appeal of the prosecution and refused to put an extravagant 
interpretation on a reasonably plain statute. 


What is Meant by the Term ‘‘ Insolvent’’ ? 
THE CASE of James v. Rockwood Colliery Co., which was recently 
heard and determined by a Divisional Court, raised what many 


persons would consider the simple question of the meaning of 
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the term “insolvent” in the articles of association of a joint- 
stock company. By clause 15 of these articles “the office of 
director shall ipso facto be vacated if he becomes bankrupt, 
lunatic, or insolvent,” The plaintiff was a director of this 
company. ‘There had been no judicial proceedings establishing 
his insolvency, but it appears to have been proved that in the 
year 1910 he bad written to creditors, to whom he was indebted 
to a considerable amount, asking them to accept a composition, 
and holding out as an inducement that the other creditors had 
agreed to accept a composition. The question was whether he 
had therefore ceased to be a director within the meaning of the 
articles of association. The argument in favour of the plaintiff 
(the director) was similar to that in /?eg. v. Saddlers’ Company 
(10 H. L. C. 404)—that there had been no recognized status 
of insolvency ; that it was not sufficient that he was unable at 
any given time to discharge the whole of his liabilities, and 
that it could not have been meant that he should be liable to an 
inquiry into his circumstances for the purpose of shewing that 
at some particular moment he was unable to pay twenty shillings 
in the pound. The court gave judgment that the plaintiff was 
disqualified, as being in the business sense of the term “ insol- 
vent,” that is, unable to pay his debts when they became due in 
the ordinary course of business. This construction of the term 
“insolvent” is in accordance with that which has been more than 
once adopted both in private instruments and upon the construc- 
tion of a statute. But a perusal of the opinions of the judges 
who were summoned to assist the House of Lords in /eg. v. 
Saddlers’ Company (supra) will shew how far lawyers of con- 
spicuous learning and ability bave differed upon a question which 
at first sight seems tolerably free from difficulty. 


Re-Settlement on Divorce. 


AN INTERESTING question as to the power of the court to 
direct a settlement of the wife's property on divorce was 
decided by Sir Samuet Evans, P., in Loraine v. Loraine (reported 
elsewhere). Under section 44 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1857, if a decree of divorce is pronounced for adultery of the 
wife, and the wife is entitled to property, the court may order 
such settlement as it shall think reasonable of the property, 
or any part of it, for the benefit of the innocent party and the 
children of the marriage; and under section 6 of the Act of 
1860 an instrument executed pursuant to an order for such a 
settlement is to be deemed valid, notwithstanding the existence 
of the disability of coverture at the time of the execution 
thereof. This does notapply to property settled by marriage 
settlement, but under section 5 of the Act of 1859, where a settle- 
ment has been made on the marriage, the court may make such 
order as it thinks fit for the application of the whole or part 
of the property for the benefit of the children of the marriage 
and their respective parents. Under the last section an order 
varying a wife's settlement can be made, notwithstanding that 
she has re-married, and that a restraint on anticipation has 


thereupon again come into operation, provided that the 
petition for a settlement has been filed before the re- 
marriage. This operates as a lis pendens, and the wife being then 


discovert the restraint is not operative, and does not, as regards 
the petition, become operaiive on her re-marriage (Constandini v. 
Constandini, 1904, P. 306 ; Churchward v. Churchward, 1910, P. 
195, where, however, the learned President, by an oversight, 
said that otherwise an innocent party might be prevented from | 
making a re-settlement on the occasion of are-marriage). But | 
in these cases the proceedings were under section 5 of the Act 
of 1859; and the court was only concerned with property 
included in a settlement made on the marriage then dissolved. 
In the present case the wife’s property had not been settled on 
the marriage, but came to her under a will which contained a 
restraint on anticipation and also a clause of forfeiture on 
alienation. Sir SAmvEL Evans held, however, that the restraint 
on anticipation was excluded, by the fact that the petition for a 
re-settlement was a lis pendens at the time of the re-marriage, and 
that the clause of alienation was only applicable to a voluntary 
alienation. Hence the court was able to exercise its jurisdiction, 


and to direct a settlement of part of the wife’s property, coming 
and the child of the marriage. 


under the will, on the husban 


Limitation of Liability of Railway Companies to 
Damages for Injury to Passengers. 

In A column in one of the Sunday newspapers appropriated to 
legal topics, we read the following statement : “‘ The doctrine of 
limitation of liability in Admiralty law is one which might be 
extended to other spheres. It is rather remarkable that railway 
companies have not attempted to restrict the damages recover- 
able for accidents.” This statement is open to some exveption. 
Railway companies have not, so far as we know, endeavoured 
to intreduce a general law restricting the amount of damages 
recoverable from all such companies for injury by accident. But 
sect. 5 of the Central London Railway Act (63 & 64 Vict., 
¢. xxxvii.) contains a provision for the running of workmen’s 
trains, and by sub-section 5, the liability of the company under 
any claim to compensation for injury, or otherwise, in respect of 
any passenger travelling by any train run or provided under this 
section, or any passenger returning at a fare fixed under and for 
the purposes of this section, shall be limited to a sum not 
exceeding £100. Notices calling attention to this limitation 
of liability are familiar to all who travel by the “tube” 
railway. Railway companies do not, of course, warrant the 
safety of passengers who travel by their line of railway, and 
are only liable for accident where they have failed to exercise 
reasonable care. But juries have little mercy on wealthy 
corporations, and the heavy claims which some of the principal 
companies are often called upon to satisfy have occasionally 
affected their dividends. A provision for the compulsory 
insurance of passengers may, possibly, at some future period, be 
entertained by the Legislature. 


The Use of Cheques and Banknotes in England 
and France. 

THE OFFENCES which come under consideration in the 
criminal courts of the principal civilized States are often a strong 
illustration of the difference in the course of business in different 
nations. Several cases in the English criminal courts, in which 
letters containing crossed cheques were stolen, the crossing 
obliterated by a chemical preparation, and the cheques presented 
for payment at the bankers, may be contrasted with the robberies 
with violence of banknotes to the amount of thousands of pounds 
from cashiers in the streets of Paris. There can be no doubt 
that crossed cheques offer much greater safety in transit than 
banknotes, but cheques find little or no favour in France, where 
even the most considerable sums are usually paid and received 
in banknotes. The difficulty in converting stolen securities into 
cash must be a material hindrance to robberies with violence, hut 
French merchants and shopkeepers are unwilling to acknowledge 
the advantages of cheques, and dwell upon such trifling incon- 
veniences as the expense of the stamp and the necessity of paying 
a cheque received by them intoa banking account. Englishmen, 
on the other hand, are so fully convinced that the use of cheques 
must tend to simplify transactions and save time, that they have 
little doubt that this usage will sooner or later be adopted by their 
French neighbours. 


Perplexity from the Resemblance of Twin 
Brothers. 

At THE hearing of a summons at Stevenage, Hertfordshire, 
for trespass in pursuit of game, a question arose as to the identity 
of the prisoner, the summons having been first taken out in the 
name of his twin brother, who resembled him so closely that it 
was said that the father had much difficulty in distinguishing 
one of the brothers from the other. A familiar example of the 
resemblance of twins has just passed away in the person of Judge 
VERNON LUSHINGTON, who, at any rate in early manhood, could 
hardly be distinguished from his twin brother, Mr. GODFREY 
LusHINGTON. The admission, contrary to the general rule, of 
the opinions of witnesses as to the identity of persons, is some- 
times attended with difficulty. It is stated that in the early 
history of some of our colonies it was difficult to obtain a con- 
viction when the person accused was a Chinaman, for the witness 
called to identify the prisoner would often, if confronted with 
other Chinamen, become perplexed by their resemblance to the 
prisoner, and would admit that he could no longer speak with 
certainty. Cases of mistaken personal identity are all but 
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innumerable, and we can well believe that the perplexities arising 
from the resemblance of twin brothers in Shakespeare's Comedy 
of Errors had some foundation in the annals of English criminal 


law. 


The Bar Committee on Land Transfer. 

WE ARE informed the Bar Council have on hand several 
copies of a pamphlet on Land Transfer, published in 1886, by 
order of the Bar Committee, which is thought still to be of 
considerable interest and value. Copies of the pamphlet may 
be had, free of cost, upon application to the Secretary, 2, 
Hare-court, Temple. 











The Effect of the Conveyancing 
Act, Igtt. 
(2) As to Mortgages. 
(1) THe Statutory LEASING PowER (continued). 


In discussing last week section 3, which authorizes, under certain 
circumstances, the surrender of a lease to a mortgagor in 
possession, we po'nted out that the new statutory power 
expressly authorizes a surrender of the mortgaged land “ with 
or without an exception of all the mines and minerals therein, 
or in respect of mines or minerals.” And with this express 
power to accept surrenders, we must read the condition in sub- 
section 5, that no surrender shall be rendered valid by the section 
unless an authorized lease—that is, a lease authorized by statute 
or by an express power in the mortgage—is granted of the 
whole of the land or mines and minerals comprised in the 
surrender, to take effect in possession immediately or within one 
month from the surrender. 

In considering, therefore, the effect of the reference to 
mines and minerals, it is necessary to determine to what extent 
these may be separately dealt with under the statutory power or 
an express power of granting new leases. As regards the 
statutory power, this does not extend to the grant of mining 
leases at all, and of course, therefore, it does not authorize the 

rant of a lease of mines separately from the surface. 

he power of granting leases under section 18 of the Act 
of 1881 is restricted to agricultural and occupation leases 
for twenty-one years and building leases for ninety-nine 
years ; and we doubt whether, in mortgages of mining property, a 
power for either mortgagor or mortgagee to grant leases is, save 
perhaps in exceptional cases, ever inserted. Hence, so far as 
section 3 (1) of the present Act authorizes the acceptance of a 
surrender of mines and minerals alone, it seems to be inoperative ; 
for the condition of surrender is that a new lease shall be granted, 
and the power to do so does not exist. A case might be supposed 
where the mortgagor accepts surrenders of separate leases of the 
surface and of the mines, and then grants, as he might do, an 
agricultural lease of the entirety. But it is improbable that he 
could then satisfy the further condition that the rent under the 
new lease shall be not less than the rents under the surrendered 
leases (sub-section 5 (c)). It would seem, therefore, that the 
power to accept a surrender of mines and minerals separately 
from the surface is useless. 

With regard to a surrender of the surface separately from the 
minerals the case may be different. Here, again, it is necessary 
to consider, first, whether a lease of the surface alone can be 
granted under the statutory power. On this the law has been 
complicated by.the statutory provisions relating to sales by mort- 
gagees. The Confirmation of Sales Act, 1862, was based on the 
supposition that a trustee or mortgagee with power of sale could 
not dispose of the surface or minerals separately. This was 
replaced by the Trustee Act, 1893, s. 44. which, however, only 
reterred to trustees, and it required the Trustee Act, 1893, 
Amendment Act, 1894, s. 3, to restore the statutory power to 
mortgagees by conferring it on trustees “or other person.” 
Hence, where a mortgagee has a power of sale he can exercise it, 
subject to the statutes, by dealing with the surface or minerals 
separately, 

If there was any necessity for the above statutes in the case 








of sales, it would seem to follow that express statutory power 
would be required to enable a lease to be granted of the 
surface or minerals separately, and a decision to this effect was 
given by KEKEWICH, J., on the statutory power of leasing under 
the Settled Land Acts in Re Newell & Nevill’s Contract (1900, 1 
Ch. 90); but shortly afterwards, in Re Gladstone (1900, 2. Ch. 
101), the Court of Appeal took a bolder course. However the 
law stood with regard to sales, a lease was a different matter, 
and where a power authorizes the leasing of land or any part 
of it, the surface or the minerals separately are a part, and 
consequently the power authorizes a lease of either separately. 
Hence, since the statutory power of leasing under section 18 
of the Conveyancing Act extends to the land or any part thereof, 
a mortgagor in possession can grant a lease of the surface 
separately from the minerals. 

Bearing this in mind, it seems possible to give effect to the 
language of section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, though it 
follows at the same time that it was unnecessary to burden the 
Act with express mention of mines and minerals. In a case 
where there is an existing lease of the entirety of the land, a 
mortgagor in possession can accept a surrender of the surface 
only, leaving the lease of the minerals outstanding ; and he can 
then exercise his statutory power of granting a new lease of such 
surface. This will be good, provided that the conditions of 
sub-section 5 are satisfied. The new lease must be for at least the 
length of the unexpired residue of the old term, and_ the 
aggregate rents on the new and on the old lease (so far as 
remaining payable) must be equal to the original rent on the 
old lease. 

But if the statutory power under section 18 of the Act of 1881 
is exercisable in respect of the surface separately, although no 
express mention of minerals is made in that section, why was 
it necessary to provide expressly for minerals in the present 
Act? Under section 18 a lease can be granted of the surface 
alone, because the section authorizes a lease of the mortgaged 
land or any part of it. Similarly, section 3 (1) of the present 
Act authorizes a surrender of the mortgaged land or any part 
thereof. The obvious course was to stop here, and not go on 
to refer to the separate surrender of surface or minerals. If 
such express provision is needed, it should have been intro- 
duced first by way of amendment in section 18, and then it 
would have been natural to have corresponding words in section 
3 of the present Act. But this has not heen done. Section 
18, which is the principal section, is lefs with the words “or 
any part thereof,” and Le Gladstone (supra) shews that these are 
sufficient. The present section adds the words “ with or without 
an exception of all or any of the mines,” &c., and thereby 
becomes both clumsy and itlogical. If they are required at 
all, they are required in section 18 of the Act of 1881, and 
not being found there, they would be futile in the present 
section, since the new lease of the surface alone, which is the 
condition of the validity of the surrender, could not be granted. 
But, in fact, they are not wanted in section 18, and they are 
not wanted in the new section. They only overload it. It 
may not be a great matter, but it perplexes anyone studying 
the statutes. Since no mention of mines is to be found in 
section 18, the question at once arises in the reader's mind, 
why is-there this express mention of mines in section 3 of the 
Act of 1911? We can only hope that we have given the 
correct explanation. In short, if the words are in section 3, 
they are equally necessary in section 18; but not being in 
section 18 they are out of place and perplexing in section 3. 

(2) Tue Statutory Power OF SALE. 

Section 4 of the present Act confers further powers 
on mortgagees in relation to the exercise of the power 
of sale conferred by section 19 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881. That is a power to sell “the mortgaged property or 
any part thereof,” but in practice it is not always easy to sell a 
particular parcel of land clear of all rights over or affecting land 
retained : and it has been a question whether on a sale by a 
mortgagee, it is competent for him to impose burdens on the 
part ‘retained in favour of the part sold and vice versd, though 
the creation of such burden may be essential in order to secure 
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a proper realization of the premises. The matter was dealt with 
in Born v. Turner (1900, 2 Ch. 211), though in that case there 
was no express creation of any easement. The mortgagee had 


sold part of the property under such circumstances that, upon | 


a conveyance by an absolute owner, there would have arisen an 
implied easement of light over the part remaining unsold. It 
was held by Byrng, J., that the same result followed, notwith- 
standing that the sale was by a mortgagee under his power. 

The object of section 4 of the present Act is to generalize this 
power, and to make it extend to the express creation of easements, 
positive and negative. Sub-section 1 enacts that the statutory 
power of sale shall include power to impose, by covenant, con- 
dition, or otherwise, on the unsold part of the mortgaged property, 
or on the purchaser of the part sold, “any restriction or 
reservation with respect to building or other user of land, or 
with respect to mines and minerals, or for the purpose of the 
more beneficial working thereof, or with respect to any other 
thing.” The second clause of the sub-section gives similar 
power with regard to the creation of easements. The statutory 
power will include a power to sell the mortgaged property or any 
part thereof with or without a grant or reservation of easements, 
rights, and privileges for or connected with building or other 
purposes in relation to the unsold part or the part sold. Thus, 
there is complete power to attach restrictive conditions or ease- 
ments to either part of the property sold in favour of the other 
part. 

But in this section, just as in section 3, the draftsman has 
overloaded the new provisions with express reference to mines 
and minerals. The power to sell the surface and the minerals 
separately already exists, as pointed out above, under section 44 
of the Trustee Act, 1893, and the amending Act of 1894, although 
subject to the requirement of obtaining the sanction of the court. 
Sub-section 4 of the present section usefully gets rid of this 
requirement, but, quite needlessly it would seem, gives the 
power over again. ‘The stututory power of sale—so it provides 

shall include a power to sell the mortgaged property, or any 
part thereof “ or any mines or minerals apart from the surface” ; 
then follow the words allowing the creation of easements, and 
in a subsequent paragraph express power is given to sell with 
or without an exception of mines and minerals, and with or 
without special powers, rights and privileges relating to mining. 
The new section is, no doubt, comprehensive, and the mortgagee, 
on selling, will have a free hand as to the rights and burdens to 
be attached to the sold and unsold parts of the property respec- 
tively ; but the same result might, perhaps, have been attained 
by a shorter and simpler enactment. 


(3) THe PROTECTION OF MORTGAGEES AND PURCHASERS. 


An important change is made by section 5 with respect to the 
protection of purchasers, where the mortgagee is selling under the 
statutory power. Section 21 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
applies where the conveyance has been executed, and it protects 
the purchaser against any irregularity in the exercise by the 
mortgagee of his power ; but it was decided in Life Interest, dc., 
Corporation 'v. Hand in-Hand, &c., Society (1898, 2 Ch. 230) that this 
did not apply before conveyance, and consequently a purchaser has 
been entitled, before completion, to call for evidence that the 
power had become exerciseable. Section 5, which is retrospective, 
overrules this case, and it is now enacted that, on any sale made in 
professed exercise of the statutory powers, the purchaser is not 
concerned, either before or after conveyance, to see or inquire 
whether the power has become exerciseable. A minor change is 
also made in section 21 (6). This protects mortgagees only against 
involuntary losses happening in or about the exercise of the 
statutory power. It is now extended so as to cover such losses 
happening in or about the exercise of any power contained in 
the mortgage deed ; so that, apparently, it will be safe to dispense 
with the usual express clause against liability for involuntary 
losses (Section 5 (2)). 








Mr. Bertram Stewart, solicitor, has been convicted at Leipsic on the 
charge of espionage on apparently the evidence of a single witnees—a 
man of the name of Verrue—and has been sentenced to three and a half 
years’ detention in a fortress, 


Reviews. 


Insurance. 


InsurANCE Law, RELATING TO ALL Risks OTHER THAN MARINE 

By E. J. Maccttitivray. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

A new text-book on life and fire insurance has been much wanted 
for some time, and Mr. Macgillivray’s book well supplies the want. 
The classes of insurance stated on the title-page as included in “all 
risks Other than marine” are: Life, Fire, Accident, Guarantee, 
Burglary, Third Party Risks, and Employers’ Liability. This is 
really an under statement, live stock and plate glass policies being 
actually touched on, as well as (incidentally) marine insurance, 
Marine insurance being excluded, the two typical branches of insur- 
ance law are life insurance and fire insurance, and rules of law and 
practice relating to other kinds of insurance will mostly be found to 
be subsidiary to the rules relating to life or fire insurance. Life 
insurance and fire insurance themselves have much common ground. 
Insurance law can therefore be treated in two ways : in water-tight 
compartments or in the mass. Mr. Macgillivray has elected to adopt 
the latter method, and this is at. once the more scientitic 
and the more practically useful, since much_ overlapping 
and repetition is saved which would be unavoidable if each 
class of insurance were treated strictly by itself. The book 
contains ten chapters and an appendix. These, with tables and 
index, occupy more than 1,200 pages. In accordance with the 
principle of treatment that has been adopted, the first five chapters 
treat of Insurance Law genera!ly—Insurance Companies, Insurable 
Interest and Illegality, Formation of the Contract, Duration of the 
Risk, and Voidable Policies. Chapter VI. deals with Life Insurance 
Claims, and Chapter VII. with Fire Insurance Claims. Then come 
two general chapters, on Claims for Premiums, and Stamp Duties. 
Chapter X. is entitled“ Clauses and Conditions,’ and contains thirteen 
sections on the construction of various clauses and conditions in 
policies of every kind. Besides Life and Fire, the other kinds of 
insurance dealt with in this chapter include specifically : Accident, 
Burglary, Employers’ Liability, Third Party Risks, Fidelity, 
Guarantee, Live Stock, Plate Glass, Risk of Explosion, Risk of Storm 
and Tempest. The Appendix contains a print of the Assurance 


Companies Act, 1909, and the Statutory Rules of 1910, 
under the Act. The book is thus in form a very complete 
treatise. The matter, too, is excellent, the law being stated 


correctly so far as we have been able to give a detailed examination 
to some of the statements, and the arrangement and style being 
convenient and clear. A large number of American and Canadian 
cases are cited. We have only noticed one Australian case, and 
that is not cited correctly either as to reference or names: 
see pp. 143, 145, where what purport to be two cases decided 
in Victoria are really the same case. . The only English case we 
have missed is in Ae Wallis (1902, 1 K. B. 719), which seems 
not to be cited. Several errors and omissions could be pointed 
out in the tables and index, but these can be remedied in another 
edition, which we think the author may confidently expect to be 
required before long. It is a pleasure to review a new text-book on 
an important branch of law so well done. 


Books of the Week. 


Chitty’s Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility, 
arranged in Alphabetical and Chronological Order. With Notes 
and Indexes. The Sixth Edition by W. H. Aces, M.A.. LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. Vol. VI. : “Inclosure” to “ Justices.” Sweet «& 
Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

An Historical Novel.—Ida, or The Mystery of the Nun’s 
Grave at Vale Royal Abbey, Cheshire. An Historical Novel, giving 
a Pictorial Account of the Life of the Monks and Nuns in the 
Dissolved Monastic Institutions of Vale Royal Abbey, Norton Priory, 
Runcorn, and St. Mary’s Nunnery, Chester, in the Times of Edward L., 
Edward II., and Edward IIL, a.p. 1277 to 1336; with a Trans- 
lation of the Chronicle of the Foundation of Vale Royal Abbey 
and the Lives of the first for Abbots, written by the fifth Abbot 
and never before published. By Jonn Henry Cooke. Phillipson 
& Golder, Chester. 

Landlord and Tenant.—The Law of Landlord and Tenant, 
including the Practice in Ejectment. With an Appendix containing 
The Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, Annotated, and other Statutes. 
By Josepa Hawortn Repay, Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Edition. 
Butterworth & Co. 

Justices’ Law.—Stone’s Justices’ Manual, being the Yearly 
Justices’ Practice for 1912, with Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, 
Appendix of Forms, and Table of Punishments. Forty-fourth 
Edition. Edited by J. R. Roperts, Esq., Solicitor. Shaw & Sons ; 
Butterworth & Co, 
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Stamp Laws.—The Stamp Laws and Duties. By Jonn 
Epwtn Preer, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law, Assistant Solicitor 
of Inland Revenue. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

Principles of Legislation.—The Underlying Principles 
of Modern Legislation. By W. JetHro Brown, LL.D., Litt. D., 
Barrister at-Law. John Murray. 

Copyright.-The Copyright Act, 1911, Annotated, with Appendix” 
containing the Revised Convention of Berne. By E. J. MACGILLIVRAY, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The National Insurance Act.—The National Insurance 
Act, 1911, with Introduction and Notes. By J. A. Lovat-FRaseEr, 
M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

Copyright.—Copyright Law and the Copyright Act, 1911. By 
Henry Hurre tt, Barrister-at-law. With a Treatise on French 
Copyright Law. By Maurice Tu&ry, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow 
& Sons (Limited). 

Legal Abbreviations.—Legal Abbreviations. Being Cita- 
tions of American, English, Colonial and Foreign Law Text Books 
and Reports. By Caartes C. Soure. With Additions to date by 
W. T. Rogers. George Allen & Co. (Limited). 

Workmen’s Compensation.—The Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1906. With Notes, Rules, Orders and Regulations. By 
W. AppincTton Wix.ts, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Being the 
Twelfth Edition of Willis’s Workmen’s Compensation Acts. Butter- 
worth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

Workmen’s Compensation.—Butterworth’s Workmen’s 
Compensation Cases, Vol. V. Quarterly. Advance Sheets, Part 1, 
1912, pp. 1-195. Edited by Dovetas Knocker, Barrister-at-Law. 
Containing complete Reports of all Cases in which Judgment was 
given in the House of Lords and Court of Appeal during October 
and November, 1911. Butterworth & Co. 

Law Magazine.—The Law Magazine and Review : A Quar- 
terly Review of Jurisprudence. Being the combined Law Magazine, 
founded in 1828, and the Law Review, founded in 1844. February, 
1912. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 

International Law.—Charles Leroux, Docteur en Droit. 
Le Droit International pendant la Guerre Maritime Russo- 
Japonaise. Angers. Sirandeau, Imprimeur. 

Maritime Conventions.—The Maritime Conventions Act, 
1911 (1 & 2Geo. 5, ¢. 57). By E.-S. Roscor, Barrister-at-Law ; and 
Hetenus M. Ropertson, Barrister-at-Law. Price 2s. net. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Power of Appointment of New Trustees. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,— In our experience it is becoming a matter of considerable 
difficulty to induce private persons to act as trustees, upon the 
occasion of vacancies occurring. In these cases it has sometimes 
been necessary to request the Public Trustee to act, though the 
parties would have preferred to appoint a bank or corporation, there 
being no statutory or other provision for remuneration of the latter. 

We now insert in wills which we prepare a clause (of which we 
enclose a copy) in order to meet the difficulty. The clause would of 
course be available for settlements also, if adapted. 

Perhaps the form may be of service to other members of the 
profession, hence this letter. 
London, Jan. 31. C. & B. 
The foilowing is the clause referred to by our correspondents :— 


I pECLARE that if at any time it be desired to appoint a Bank 
Limited Company or Corporation (all of whom are hereinafter, 
included in the expression “ the Company”) to act as Trustees of 
this my Will the Trustees or Trustee thereof for the time beirg 
(including any Trustees or Trustee then about to retire if willing 
toe act in the execution of this power) *or if there shall be no Trustee 
Ris wetcsa santero cdasesesantnees shall have full power to arrange with the 
Company for payment to and receipt by the Company, either out of 
the capital or the income of my Estate or partly out of the one and 
partly out of the other (as the said Trustees or Trustee shall in their, 
iis or her absolute discretion think fit), of any expenses, preferential or 
other remuneration, and other financial profit or benefit for or in spite 
of soacting. And the said Trustees or Trustee may likewise arrange 
and effectuate all other terms and matters which they, he or she may 
consider necessary, suitable or incidental to the occasion, and when 





* If the Will specially empowers any person to appoint new Trustees 
insert name (or strike out words in italics). 





so appointed the Company may from time to time employ Solicitors 

Brokers or any other Agents to transact all or any business of what- 
soever nature in connection with the Trust (including the receipt and 
payment of money and the temporary custody of securities, but not 
including the exercise of any discretion) without being answerable 
for any loss which may be occasioned thereby, and the Company shall 
be entitled to act in all respects by means of its proper officers in 
exercising and performing its powers and duties as Trustee Anp I 
DECLARE, as and by way of a variation of any statutory provision or 
provisions for the time being subsisting to the contrary, that 
upon any such occasion the Company may be lawfully 
appointed to act as sole Trustee of this my Will in the place 
of any one or more Trustee or Trustees, and that such appointment 
shall effectually discharge from the said trusts any retiring 
Trustees or Trustee who shall by deed declare his or her desire to be 
so discharged. Andthat if at any time when there are two or more 
Trustees hereof, including the Company, any Trustee or Trustees 
other than the Company by deed declare that he, she or they is or 
are desirous of being discharged from the Trust, and the Company by 
deed consent to such discharge and to the vesting in the Company 
alone of the trust property, then the Trustee or Trustees desirous of 
being discharged shal be deemed to have retired from the trust and 
shall by the said deed be lawfully discharged therefrom without any 
Trustee or Trustees being appointed in his, her or their place. 


New Orders, &c. 


Rule of the Supreme Court, February, 1912. 
Orpver LY. Rute 13 B. 

The procedure relating to vesting orders under the Trustee Act, 
1893, shall, mufat’s mutandis, apply to applications for vesting orders 
under or by virtue of the Lunacy Act, 1890, and the Lunacy Act, 
1911, 








LorEBURN, C, 

Herbert H. Cozens Hanvy, M.R. 
SAMUEL T. Evans, P 

R. J. Parker, J. 

P. OGpEN LAWRENCE. 

Wo. H. WINTERBOTHAM, 

Dated the 2nd day of February, 1912. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


THE OWNERS OF THE 8.8. ‘‘HERO” v. COMMISSIONERS FOR 
EXECUTING THE OFFICE OF LORD HIGH ADMIRAL OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM AND OFFICERS AND CREW OF H,M.5. 
‘* BLACKWATER” ET CONTRA. With Naatical Assessors, 
30th and 3ist Jan, 

SurpprInc—Sounp SiGNALs ron VESSELS IN SiaHt oF ONE ANOTHER— 

‘**Course AuTHoRIzED orn Requirep By THese Rutes’’—RvLEs FoR 

PREVENTING COLLISIONS AT SEA—ARTICLE 28. 


(Signed) 








The words “ taking any course authorized or required by these rules ”’ 
in article 28 of the he gulations for Pre venting Collisions at Sea are not 
limited to the case of a course which at*the trial of a collision action 
is found by the court to have been authorized or required by the rules. 
lt applies to the case of any course taken by a vessel purporting to 
act under any of the rules with the intention of avoiding immediate 
danger. 

Decision of Court of Appeal that both vessels were to blame (1911, 
P. 128) therefore affirmed. 

Appeal by the owners of the s.s. evo and cross appeal by the Lords 
of the Admiralty and the officers and crew of H.M.S. Blackwater 
(torpedo boat destroyer), the latter suing for their lost effects against 
a decision of the Court of Appeal varying a decree of the president. 
Che action arose out of a collision on the 6th of April, 1909, in the 
English Channel, between the destroyer Blackwater and The Hero, a 
steamship belonging to the Steam Navigation Company, Ltd., by which 
the former vessel was sunk. The president found that the collision 
was due to the absence of ordinary skill and care on the part of the 
officers of The Blackwater. He further held that The Hero, while 
guilty of no statutory breach of duty, was negligent in going among 
a flotilla of warships. In the result he entered judgment against the 
Admiralty on its claim for the loss of 7'he Blackwater and effects, and 
in favour of 7he Hero on their counterclaim for damages. The Court 
f Appeal held that the decree of the court below on the claim and 
counterclaim must be amended by a finding that both vessels were to 
blame, and by inserting in the order the consequential directions, 
with the usual order as to costs. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in giving judgment, said: I think there is no 
necessity to enter upon the history of what took place in this case, 
The Court of Appeal found that there was etatutory blame attributable 
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to The Hero, and, thee fore, that both these vessels were in fault. I 
have arrived at the same conclusion on the ground that both these 
vessels were, in fact, in fault The Hero ported at a time and in circum- 
stances which have not been explained, and 
unintelligible, as she ran across the bows of three torpedo boat destroyers 
which were coming in an opposite direction. I think that in the ordi 
nary plain and common sense of this business that that not only con- 
tributed but mainly contributed to this collision. On the other hand, 
The Blackwater, 1 think, was not free from fault, because after she 
had ported, her commander came on the bridge and gave other orders 
which contributed to the collision. I am quite aware of the dis 
inclination which has been expressed in this House not to differ in 
matters of fact from conclusions arrived at by both tribunals below. 
In this instance they have not agreed altogether on their view of the 
facts. Besides that I do not think we are differing from any particulai 
fact in this case which has been found by the learned president of the 


Admiralty Division, but we are differing on the conclusions of the facts 
and the aspects they ought to bear when these facts are ascertained. 
I accordingly move your lordships that this appeal be dismissed, agree 
ing as I do not on the same grounds, but on different grounds with the 


rn De th of the Court of Appeal 

The Earl of Hatssury said he agreed with the Lord Chancellor, and 
for the reasons he had iven. 

Lords Macnacuren and Atkinson concurred. The appeal and cross 
appeal were accordingly dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Laing, K.C., 
and Adair Roche, for the owners of The Hero; Sir Rufus Isaacs, A.G., 
Butler Aspinall, K.C., Bateson, K.C., and H. Barnes, for the Lords of 
the Admiralty. POLICITORS Thomas Cooper d& Co.; the Treasury 
Solicitor. 

[Reported fhe Ersatne Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of A, Appeal. 


‘‘THE UMSINGA.” No. 2 
Suipeinc—Compvutsory Pitorace—Port or LonpoN—ParTIcULAR PRO 
VISION FOR THE APPOINTMENT OF P1LoTS—COLLISION—MERCHAN1 
Suippine Act, 1894, s. 603—Generat Pitorace Act, 1825 (59 Geo. 4, 

c. 125), s. 59 

1 vessel outward bound, and carrying p enqge collided with the 
pl mtiff bara read in Buq by heach, in the River Thames. She 
we at that time in charqe ofaTy nily Hlouse licensed pilot. 

Hleld, that 7 lotage wr compul ry, and that as the collision wa 

Hely due to the fa lt of the pilot, th owne) if the vessel were not 
liahle to the ow of the barge roads. 

Decision of Evans, P. (1911, P. 234), affirmed. 

The Hankow (4 P. D. 197) followed. 

Appeal in an action brought by William Cory & Son (Limited 
against the owners of the s.s. Umsinga to recover the amount of 
damage caused by the latter vessel colliding with the plaintiffs’ barge 
and tug road in Bugsby’s Reach, River Thames, which reach is within 
the Port of London. Zhe Umsinga was in charge of a licensed Trinity 
House pilot, and was bound from London to Beira. The President 
found that the collision was solely due to the fault of the pilot. 
Section 603 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, provides (subject to 
certain exceptions that the employment ot pilots should continue to be 
compulsory in all districts where it was compulsory immediately before 


27th and 29th Jan. 


the commencement of the Act, but that all exceptions from that com 
pulsory pilotage should continue to be in force. Upon the authorities 
the question whether 7’he Umsinga was, at the time and place th 
collision occurred, exempted from compulsory pilotage depended upon 
section 59 of 6 Geo. 4, c. 125. The point argued was whether the 
collision occurred in a port or place in relation to which particular 
provision was made before the General Pilotage Act, 1825, came into 
force by any statute or charter relating to the appointment of pilots 


The learned President held, on the authority of 7he Hankow (4 P. D 
197), that the question must be answered in the affirmative, and there 


fore in this case the pilotage was compulsory The plaintiffs appealed 

Vaucnan Witiiams, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the decision 
in the case of The Hankow had not always been accepted as sound 
law. The construction of the various charters and Acts of Parliament. 
from which the appellants’ counsel had invited the court to draw th: 
conclusion that the powers therein granted deprived the Trinity 


Brethren of their right to enforce compulsory pilotage on outward 
bound vessels within the home port of London, was very difficult to 
accept. In his opinion, the general jurisdiction of the Corporation 
of the Trinity House, in respect of compulsory pilotage in the Port 
of London which existed prior to 1825, was unaffected thereby. He 
ugreed with the learned President that The U’msinga was under com 
pulsory pilot ige, and therefore this appeal failed. 

FARWELL and Kennepy, L.J.J., gave judgment to the same effect. 
and the appeal was dismissed with costs.—Counsen, Bateson, K.C.. 
and #. H. Ballock; Laing, K.C., and Dawson Miller. SoLiciTorRs, 
Keene, Marsland, Bryden, & Besant; Thomas Cooper & Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at Law.] 


MONCKTON GRAMOPHONE CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 24th Jan. 
Copyrienr at Common LAw—INFRINGEMENT—MvstcaL ComposITIon 


Ricuts or Composer AFreR PuBLIcATION—REPRODUCTION EXcLusIve 
P ERFORMANCE—G RAMOPHONE—INJUNCTION. 
An author or co i ri no con 


ion law right of property in his 


which are to my mind quite | 


ideas which enables him, after he has published them to the world, to 
restrain a third person from making use of them for his own profit. 
After publication an author or composer can only rely on his statutory 
rights, and if what is being done does not infringe those statutory 
rights, he has no remedy. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 55 Soxt- 
citors’ JouRNAL, 125). The plaintiff was the author of the words and 
music of a musical composition which was first published on the 10th 
of February, 1904, and on each copy sold was the following notice : 
‘**Public performance of all or any part of the work strictly for 
bidden. . . . The right of public performance upon or by means 
of any mechanical instrument is strictly reserved.’’ The defendants, 
who were manufacturers of gramophones, copied the plaintiff's com 
position on sheets of vulcanized indiarubber, so as to enable the musi: 
to be reproduced by gramophones. The plaintiff claimed a declaration 
that he was exclusively entitled to make or authorize the making of 


| gramophone sheets for the performance of his musical composition, 








and for an injunction, delivery up of sheets, and an account. ‘The 
plaintiff claimed a common law right of proprietorship in his work. 
The defendants denied there was any such common law right in the 
composition, or that the plaintiff had any exclusive right of making 
mechanical instruments so designed as to render acoustically the words 
and music of the composition. Joyce, J., dismissed the action. The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
3ucKLEY, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The plaintiff is the composer of a song which 
has been introduced into a dramatic performance, and he is undoubtedly 
entitled to the protection afforded by existing statutes so far as both 
the dramatic and literary copyright are concerned. The defendants do 
not infringe those statutory rights, but the plaintiff says that sid 
by side with the statutory protection there exists at common law a pe1 
petual right to restrain the defendants from making use of the musical 
ideas which the plaintiff has made public under the protection afforded 
him by the Copyright Acts. On principle I can see no justification 
for that view. I wish to guard myeelf, if neceesary, by first saying 
what the case is not. It is not a case of the rights of the plaintiff 
before publication. That is the vital distinction, and if I do not refei 
to that distinction again it must not be thought that 1 have forgotten 
it. Then consider what the proposition is. It follows from it, as was 
frankly admitted, that at the end of the statutory term of protection 
any member of the public might give a performance of the play in 
which the song is introduced, but that the song could not be sung in 
private. That seems extravagant and absurd. But did the law ever 
recognize any property in an idea expressed not necessarily in languag: 
but in some form of notation after it had once been made public ? "7 he 
judgments of Lord Camden in Donaldson v. Beckett (4 Burr. 2,408 
and of Lord Brougham in Jefferys v. Boosey (4 H. of L. Cas. 815) seem 
to make it unanswerable that the right which the plaintiff seeks to 
assert is one which at common law, with which alone we have to do, 
does not exist. But even if I felt some difficulty, the case seems so 
clearly covered by authority that it would not be open to take any 
other view. Reference has been made to Millar v. Taylor (4 Burr. 
2,395), the decision in which was to some extent in favour of the 
plaintiff's contention, but that case has been over-ruled by Donaldson 
v. Beckett (supra). Then followed the cases of Jeffreys v. Boosey 
(supra) and of Caird v. Sime (12 A. C. 326) in the House of Lords. 
Then there was the decision of the Court of Appeal in Mansell v. 
Valley Printing Co, (1908, 2 Ch. 441). I will not read my own judg- 
ment in that case, but Farwell, L.J., said at p. 447: ‘ All his (the 
author’s) rights at common law are limited until and cease upon publica 
tion.’’ It is not, therefore, open to this court to give any weight to 
the argument addressed to us. Both on principle and on authority the 
judgment of Joyce, J., was perfectly right, and the appeal must be 
dismissed with costs. 

FLetcHer Mouton and Bucktey, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the 
same effect.—Counset, Shearman, K.C., FP. BE. Weatherly, and Iselin; 
Danckwerts, K.C., and Macgillivray. Soxricrrors, HW. P. Becher; Broad 
& Co. 


and FiLercHer MOovuron and 


[Reported by J. 1. Stintine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SOLOMON v. GEORGE ATTENBOROUGH & SON. No. 2. Sth Feb. 


Wi1LL—ADMINISTRATION—PAWNBROKER—PLEDGE OF PERSONALTY BY 

One or Two Execvtors anp Trustees—Executor Functus OFricio 

PLtepGe Nor MApe 1n CHARACTER AS EXECUTOR. 

Tf an executor, who is in fact at the time functus officio, wrongfully 
pledges a chattel which belonged to his testator’s estate not in his 
capacity as executor, but asa private individual, the ple dgor is in no 
better position than in the case of a private individual pawning proa 
perty of which he has wrongfully obtained possession, and cannot relu 
on the doctrine that if the pledge had been made by the pledgor, in 
his capacity as executor, the pledgee would not have been bound to 
inquire into his authority. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 55 Sott- 
citors’ JOURNAL, 535). This action was brought by the trustees of the 
will of the late Mr. Moses Solomon, who died in 1878, against Messrs. 
George Attenborough & Son, to recover certain articles of silver plate 
which had been pawned with them in the year 1892 by one of the 
original executors, who was now dead. The plaintiffs alleged that the 
pledge had been wrongfully made by the executor, and that he had 
no title to pledge the articles. The defendants denied that the executor 
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had no title to pledge the articles in question. Joyce, J., held that 
there was no limit to the period of time during which an executor 
might exercise his ordinary power to sell or pledge his testator’s assets, 
and he dismissed the action. The plaintifis appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FrLercuer-Movtton and 
Bucktey, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—It is said that Messrs. Attenborough have a 
good title, and that an executor can deal by way of sale or mortgage 
with any part of his testator’s personal estate, and that the purchaser 
or mortgagee is not required to consider whether the sale or mortgage 
is for the purposes of administration. I hope that no word that has 
fallen from me can be considered to impeach that proposition. I do 
not know a better or more concise statement of the law than that of 
Sir John Leach in Watkins v. Cheek (2 8S. & S., 199), where he said : 
‘So a mortgagee or purchaser from the executor of a part of the per- 
sonal property of the testator has a right to infer that the executor 
is, in the mortgage or sale, acting fairly in the execution of his duty, 
and is not bound to inquire as to the debts or legacies.’’ But what 
does that imply? It implies that it is a case in which an executor 
comes as executor and deals as executor with a third person. Then the 
third person is entitled to assume that the executor is entitled to per 
form the duties of the position which he claims as executor. But 
what has that to do with a case in which the pledgor gave no informa 
tion that he was an executor and did not purport to act as executor ? 
In my opinion that would be to strain beyond all authority and beyond 
principle the doctrine stated by Sir John Leach which has been followed 
for many years. Our attention has been called to three cases: Pe 
Tonqueray, Willaume, and Landau’s Contract (20 Ch. D. 465), Re 
Whistler (35 Ch. D. 561), and Re Venn and Furze’s Contract (1894, 2 
Ch. 113). None of those cases touch the present point. In every one 
of them the vendor acted and purported to act as executor. In such 
cases the court assumes that the executor would do his duty and 
declines to give licence to the suggestion that any purchaser or mort- 
gagee can require an executor to administer, so to speak, the estate 
in public. Those cases have no application to a case like the present, 
and although I do not differ from the statement of Joyce, J., as to 
what an executor can do after a lapse of years, I think that the learned 
judge overlooked the fact that the present case is not one in which 
the executor purported to deal as executor. He came into the shop 
as a private individual, and Messrs. Attenborough are in no better 
position than if a private individual who had no title had pawned the 
plate. The appeal must be allowed. 

Frercner Movutton and Bucktey, L.JJ., also delivered judgments 
allowing the appeal.—CounseLt, W. H/. Cozens-Hardy and R. W. Turn- 
bull; Hughes, K.C., and W, M. Cann. Soricrrors, Cox & Lafone ; 
Stanle y > os Attenborough. 

[Reported by J. I. Sririina, Barrister-at-Law. ] 








. . . >. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 
JARVIS v. HEMMINGS. Warrington, J. 27th Jan. 
Practice—Nortice or Morion—SeERVICE BEFORE APPEARANCE—ADDRESS 
FoR ServiceE—RvLES OF THE SupreME Court, 1883, Orper LXVII., 
R. 2 
Leave having been obtained to serve a notice of motion on a defend- 
ant before appearance, a copy of the notice of motion was left at her 
address, 
Held, sufficient notice of motion. 
An injunction had been granted, on a motion, against two defendants, 
Hughes and Hemmings, who were brother and sister, and lived at the 


same address. The defendant Hemmings had not appeared, and the | 
injunction against her was subject to the production to the registrar | 


of an affidavit of service of the notice of motion on her. A copy of the 
notice had been left with the defendant Hughes at their common 
address. The case was not provided for by the rules, because at the 
time of service the defendant Hemmings had not entered an appearance, 
and therefore had no ‘‘ address for service.”’ 

WarrincTon, J., said that there being no provision in the rules, he 
would in the circumstances of the present case accept the service as 
sufficient. —CounseL, Manning. Sorrcrrors, Nash, Field, & Co., for 
Clark d: Son, High Wycombe. 

[Reported by J. B. C. TrrasrtHen, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re EARL CATHCART. Wanington, J. 25th Jan. 
Witt—Construction—Girr to Successors to TiTLEs. 
A testator having a title in the peerage of Scotland and in the peerage 
of the United Kingdom, left his property in England and Scotland 
without reservation or hindrance to his successors in the titles. 


was in fact next entitled to both titles. 

Held. that the intention of the testator was to make an absolute gift | 
of the property in each country to the person who should succeed him 
in either title. 

This was an adjourned summons, and the question to be determined 
was the construction of the following will :—‘‘ I, Alan, thirteenth Lord | 
Cathcart, and fourth Earl Cathcart, being, thanks to Almighty God, 
in a state of sound mind, leave without reservation or hindrance all my 
property in England and Scotland, both real and personal, heritable 
and movable, to my successors to the titles aforesaid, to be enjoyed 


One | 
individual, both at the time of the will and of the death of the testator, 








by them. The testator held real estate in England in fee simple, and 
was possessed of real estate in Scotland, of which he could not dis- 
pose. He had considerable personal estate in England, but very little 
in Scotland, consisting of arrears of rents. The testator was a bachelor, 
and his heir to both titles at the time of the making of the will and 
at his death was his brother, the present Earl Cathcart. The remain- 
ders with the two titles were not the same, so that at the death of the 
4 testator there might have been a separate heir to either title. The plain- 
tiff, the present Earl Cathcart, contended that the testator intended an 
absolute gift of the English property to the person who succeeded to 
the peerage of the United Kingdom, and an absolute gift of the Scotch 
property to the person who succeeded to the peerage of Scotland. The 
defendant, another brother of the testator and now heir presumptive 
to both titles, contended that the intention was to give a limited estate 
to each person who should hereafter succeed to the titles so as to 
ensure the property going with the title. 

WarrRincton, J., said that a difficult question might have arisen 
if there had been only one title and the gift had been to the successors 
in that title. It was contended that the effect of such a gift was to 
make a settlement of the property to go with the title, but there was a 
| much simpler mode of construing the present gift, that. was as a gift to 
the successors in each title absolutely. It was clear that the testator 
intended to give absolute interests. He referred to the English and 
Scotch property in the terms appropriate to each, though, it was true, 
in the reverse order in which he referred to his titles, but he probably 
put his Scotch title first, because from its antiquity he regarded it as 
of greater importance. If he had said his successors in the titles 
respectively there would have been no difficulty. It was reasonable 
to suppose that this was the testator’s intention, and to construe the 
will as making an absolute gift to the successor to the Scotch title 
as regards the Scotch property, and an absolute gift to the successor to 
the English title as regards the English property.—Counsex, //. 
Terrell, K.C., and Chubb; Cave, K.C., and Mossop. Soricrrors, 
Randall & Son, 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treeartoen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PRINTING MACHINERY CO. (LIM.) ». LINOTYPE AND 
MACHINERY (LIM.). Warrington, J. 3rd Feb. 
LEASE—ARBITRATION CLAUSE—Scors or CLavse—‘* THESE PRESENTS.” 
A motion was made to stay proceedings in an action which in- 
volved the questions of a rectification of a lease and of its construe- 
tion. The motion was founded on a clause in the lease which pro- 
vided that any dispute which should arise as to the 
meaning or effect of these presents,” oras tothe rights and liabilities of 
the parties ‘“‘under”’’ or “‘in relation to these presents,’ should be 

referred to arbitration. 

Held, that rectification was not a matter 
of ‘* these presents,” nor the rights or liabilities of the parties ** unde: 
or *‘in relation to these prese nts.’ 

HTeld further, that the matter of construction was so bound up with 
that of rectification that it would be absurd to send it alone for 
arbitration. 

The defendants moved the court to stay all proceedings in this action 
on the ground that the questions raised in it ought to be settled by 
arbitration under a lease dated the 27th of February, 1901. The lease 
contained the following clause: ‘‘ Any dispute, difference or question 
which may at any time arise,gbetween all or any of the parties hereto 
touching the construction, meaning or effect of these presents, or any 
clause or thing herein contained, or the rights or liabilities of the said 
parties respectively or any of them under these presents or otherwise 
howsoever in relation to these presents shall be referred to the 
arbitration of a single arbitrator if the parties so agree, or otherwise 
of two arbitrators .’ The plaintiff company in the action 
claim amongst other things (1) A declaration that the option given 
to the Machinery Trust (Limited) and the Linotype Company (Limited) 
or either of them by an indenture of lease dated the 27th of February, 
1901, and made between the plaintiff company of the first part, the 
Machinery Trust (Limited) of the second part, and the Linotype Com- 
| pany (Limited) of the third part, to purchase the property demised by 
the lease on any 3ist day of December during the currency thereof is 
void and of no effect; (2) in the alternative a declaration that in ascer- 
taining the price to be paid for the said demised premises upon a 
purchase thereof under the said option, the value to the plaintiff com- 
pany of the obligation imposed by the said lease upon the lessee com- 
pany and the Linotype Company to enter into a new lease of the said 
premises for twenty-one years at the end of every period of twenty- 
one vears until 31st of December, 1997, must be taken into account, 
and that the said lease must be treated as being in effect a lease for 
ninety-nine year's; (3), in the alternative to (2), rectification of the leaee. 

WARRINGTON, J., said that the writ in the action asked, inter alia, 
for rectification of the lease. The claim for rectification was one 
which might result in the deed being dealt with in a particular way. 
It seemed to him that that was not a question touc hing the construc- 
tion of ‘‘these presents ’’ nor the rights or liabilities of the parties 
“under” or ‘“‘in relation to these presents’; it was something out- 
side, and did not fall within the arbitration clause. W as that a suffi- 
cient reason for refusing to stay proceedings? In his opinion it was. 
One of the questions on the writ was a question of construction. It 
would seem absurd to send the matter to arbitration, and then let it 
come back to the court for consideration as to whether the document 
ought to be rectified ; the two questions being together so much that 


“construction, 
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if the claim for rectification must be decided by the court then the 
other questions should also be decided by the court There would be 
no order on the motion except that it be directed to come on with the 
tria) of the action.—Counse., Gore-Brown, K.C., and H. EB. Wright; 
Upjohn, K.C., and Rowlands Soticirors, Worthington, Evans, 
Dauney, & Co W. P. Wheldon. 

[Reported by J. B. ¢ 


Re JOINT STOCK TRUST AND FINANCE CORPORATION (LIM.). 
Swinfen Eady, J. 11th, 12th, 13th, and 15th Jan. ; Ist Feb. 
PROCEEDINGS NOT 


TreoartHen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Revease AS A Bar TO PROCEEDINGS 
CONTEMPLATED BY THE RELEASE. 


MISFEASANCE 


Tt ia not competent for a re sponde nt on a summons against him for 
misfeasance to set up as a bar to the pr ceedings that a release had 
been given him by the company which nm lude d a gene ral clause of 
shewn to have conte mplated the matters 


47 MONS 


release. unless auch release is 

actually im quest non the 
This was a summons issued by a creditor and contributory of the 

company asking to have it determined that the respondent, Mr. Horatio 


Bottomley, had been ilty of various acts-of misfeasance and breach 
of trust in relation to the company, and for an order that he do pay 
the Official Receiver, the liquidator of the company, various sums 
of money The fact ere very complicated and lengthy, and suf 
ficiently appear from the reports published each day in the Times 
while the case was proceedir Among the various defences set up 


that, owing to a deed of mutual release 


by the respondent was o 


carried into effect between himself and the company, and executed 
on the 6th of March, 1906, he was not liable for misfeaeance. There 
was no minute of a board meeting on the d iv the deed was executed, 
but the respondent expla ned that by saving that at a previous board 
meeting a resolution had been passed that in future the minutes should 
be kept on separate sheets of paper Th I lution was entirely 
contrary to section 67 of the Companies Act, 1862. The sheets, how 
ever, were not forthcoming 

Swinren Eapy, J., after commenting on the various negotia 


tions of the respondent and the company, decided that the respon 
dent was guilty of breach of trust, and must 
pay the full amount claimed by the summons to the liquidator 
of the company. With regard to the question of the release, his Lord 
ship said: The question here is whether the matters in this summons 
were contemplated by the parties at the time of the execution of the 
release. In my judgment they were not rhe terms of a release 
may be general, but, even so, they do not include matters not within 
the contemplation of the parties at the time of the execution of it. 
This is clearly established by the case of Lyall v. Edwards (1861, 


misfeasance and 


6 H. & N. 337), and in the case of the Zuowdon and South-Western 
Railway Co. (Limited) v. Blackmore (L. R. 4 H. L. 610). Lord 
Westbury said, at p. 623: ‘‘ The general words in a release are limited 
always to that thing or those things which were specially in the 


contemplation of the parties at the time when the release was given.”’ 


The result is that the release forms no defence.—Counser., Pussell, 


K.C., and Galbraith; Sarqant Soricrrors, Carter & Bell; The 
Solicitor for the Board of Trade; Mr. Bottomley appeared in person. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MANN. FORD v. WARD. Neville, J. 19th Jan. 


Bequest or ‘‘ Money’’ Depostrep In THE Post 
Conso_s PurRCHASED wiITH SOME oF THE MONEY 


Witt ConstTrut TION 
Orrice Savincs Bank 


oN Derosttr—A Restpve 1s Casn Lerr on Depostr—WHETHER THE 
Consots Passep UNper tHe Brevest. 
In those cases where there is a residuary beque st under a will, a aqift 


tanding to my credit at the Post Office 
Dank’ Consoals 
fanding to the same credit and of which the dividends are paid into 
the account, but which were purcha ed prior to the date of the will. 

This was a summons to determine whether a certain sum of Consols 
passed under a bequest of moneys "’ in the Post Office Savings Bank. 
By her will, dated the 19th of December, 1907, the testatrix, who died 
on the 18th of March, 1911, besides making certain devises and bequests, 
including a gift of the residue of her estate, bequeathed to the plaintiff 
the residue of the mon ‘ys st nding to the credit of the testatrix at the 
time of her decease at the Post Office Savings Bank. At the date of 
the death of the testatrix there was standing to her credit at the Post 
Office Savings Bank the sum of £203 18s. 7d. or thereabouts, and the 
sum of £124 18s. ld The Consols had been purchased prior 
to the date of the will through the Post Office Savings Bank, pursuant 
to the provisions of the Savings Bank Acts, 1880, 1887, and 1893; with 
money standing to the credit of the testatrix’s deposit account. The 
dividends on the Consols had from time to time been credited to the 
testatrix in her deposit account. This summons was taken out 
to determine whether the bequest of the residue of the moneys standing 
to the testatrix’s credit at the Post Office Savings Bank included the 
sum of £124 18s. 1d. two and a half per cent. Consols standing to the 
testatrix’s credit in the Government Stock Register of the Savings Bank. 
Counsel for the plaintiff contended that the bequest did include the 
Consols, and relied on Re Adkins, Solomon vy. Catchpole (1908, 98 Law 
Times Reports, 667) 

Nevitte, J., held that in the bequest to the 
nothing in the context to give to the word ‘‘ money ”’ a more extended 


of the residue of the moneys 


Saving after paying legacies the mt does not pass 


Consols 


| 





plaintiff there was | 


was only entitled to the residue of the cash on deposit at the Savings 
Bank, and the Consols fell into the residuary estate. He Adkins 
(ubi supra) did not apply. In that case there was no residuary bequest, 
and there would have been an intestacy if the Consols did not pass 
under the particular bequest. Here there was a residuary gift 
Counset, Gurdon; Manning. Souicrrors, Paterson, Candler, d Syke 
Ellis, Bickersteth, & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SPOTTISWOOD, DIXON, & HUNTING (LIM.). 
Neville, J. 36th Jan. 


CoMPANY—-WINDING-UP—DISSOLUTION—WHEN VOIDABLE—SECTION 223 
Companies (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908—Consent oF LiquIpATOoR to 
SHARES NOT BEING TRANSFERRED—Errect oF Section 195 or Com- 
PANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908, on Re-opENING D1IssoLuTION. 


The dissolution of a company which is carried out merely for thé 
purposes of reconstruction will be declared void under section 223 of 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, if it can be shewn that i» 
euch reconstruction the agreement between the liquidator of the old 
company and the new company has not been fully carried out, in that 
an atte mpt has heen made to evade the liabilities of the old company by 
not transferring certain shares to the new company on which there wa 
a liability, and such dissolution will still be declared void even thougl 
the liquidator of the old company consented that such shares should 
not be transferred to the new company. 

This was a motion in the Company Winding-up Court by the Anturi 
Salts Co., Ltd., asking that the dissolution of the company known as 
Spottiswood, Dixon & Hunting (Limited), which had been carried out 
with a view to the subsequent reconstruction of the said company, 
might be declared void under section 223 of the Companies (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1908. The facts were somewhat unusual. In March, 
1910, Spottiswood, Dixon & Hunting (Limited) went into voluntary 
liquidation solely for the purpose of reconstruction, and an agreement 
was entered into by the liquidator of the company with a new company 
of the same name, which contained the usual clauses by which the 
new company agreed to take over all the assets, and undertook to pay 
and discharge all debts, liabilities, and obligations of the old company. 
There was a liability in respect of 500 preference shares of £1 each 
in the Anturic Salts Co. (Limited), on which only 8s. per share had 
been paid up. The new company informed the liquidator that they 
did not wish to take a transfer of these 500 shares in the Anturi 
Salts Co. (Limited), and the liquidator assented to their not doing 
so, and so no transfer of these shares was made to the new company 
The voluntary winding-up was proceeded with, and the usual notices 
were given, and the usual advertisements issued, and the statutory 
meeting of the shareholders was duly held in June, 1910, when the 
liquidator made his report and filed his accounts with the Registrar of 
Joint Stock Companies, and under the provisions of section 195 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, the old company became auto- 
matically dissolved in September, 1910. The Anturic Salts Co. 
(Limited) had no notice of these proceedings, and accordingly made no 
claim in the winding-up, and did not become aware of what had 
happened till March, 1911, when they wrote and claimed that the new 
company was liable for the unpaid capital on the 500 shares, and 
suggested that the shares should be transferred into the name of the 
new company. The new company repudiated the liability. The 
Anturic Salts Co. (Limited) answered by making a call of Is. per 
share, which the new company refused to pay. After much corre 
spondence the Anturic Salts Co. (Limited), on the 29th of December, 
1911, launched the present application against the liquidator of the 
old company, claiming to have the dissolution declared void, and to 
be allowed to préve against the old company for the balance, called 
and uncalled, remaining due on the 500 shares. Counsel for the 
Anturic Salts Co. (Limited) said that there did not seem to be any 
authority on this point, but he contended that a court of equity would 
not allow the mere consent of the liquidator to these shares not being 
transferred to prevent the applicants from obtaining the equitable relief 
which they were seeking. Such a position could never have been 
contemplated by the framers of the Act. Counsel for the respondent 
asked that the court would exercise the discretion given to them 
under section 223 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and 
would not reopen the dissolution as no sufficient reason had been given, 
and there had been considerable delay in making the application. 

Nevitte, J.. after stating the facts, continued :—The amount ot 
the claim in this matter is small, but there is a most important princi 
ple involved in it. The new company in this case agreed to take over 
the assets of the old company, which included these shares in ques 
tion, involving a liability which the new company accordingly under 
took to pay and discharge. When the transaction was carried out, the 
liquidator of the old company forebore to insist that these shares 
involving a liability should be taken over and transferred to the new 
company, and afterwards the old company was dissolved under section 
195 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. By this method the 
liability on these shares never passed to the new company, but was 
evaded by them, and disappeared on the dissolution of the old com 


pany. Is the arm of the law so short that it cannot reach and deai 


| with such transactions? By section 223, which is an enabling section, 


the court has power, if it thinks fit, to declare any dissolution void. |! 
think it is quite clear that here the applicants are persons interested 


yeaning than its ordinary meaning of cash. The plaintiff therefore | within the meaning of the section, and that under the circumstances 
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they are entitled to have this dissolution set aside. Then it is said 
that there has been acquiescence, or at any rate laches, on the part 
of the applicants. I am of opinion that there has not been such a 
delay as to disentitle the applicants to have their order, as they did 
not discover the facts till March, 1911. I accordingly make the order 
declaring the dissolution void, and direct the liquidator to pay the 
costs of the applicants out of the assets.—CouNseL, Clauson, K.C., and 
Compston; Jenkins, K.C., and Vernon. Soxnicrtors, Blundell, Gordon, 
& Co.; J. BR. Cardew Smih. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SHADRACH SPEAK, Deceased; SPEAK v. SPEAK. Parker, J. 


23rd Jan. 
Witt — ConstrRvucTION — MEANING oF THE WorpDs’ ‘‘ REMAINING 
CHILDREN.” 


The words ‘‘remaining children,’’ unless another meaning can be 
inferred from the context, must be taken to mean the other children, or 
“the rest’ of the children not otherwise dealt with, and cannot be 
construed, apart from other circumstances in the will to suggest such 
construction, to mean the surviving children. 


This was a summons to determine whether the testator’s déceased 
children, Jane Anne Baker and Margaret Ward, or either of them, 
were ‘‘remaining children’’ within the meaning of a devise in the 
testator’s will of the proceeds of sale of a house in trust for the 
testator’s remaining children in equal shares. The testator, Shadrach 
Speak, had three sons, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, and two 
daughters, Margaret and Jane Anne. 


loan, it is agreed that any payments made by him, if any, in respect of 
such guarantee should be treated at his option as payments made in 
advance of any calls which may be hereafter made.” By Article 19 
of the company’s articles of association the directors had power to 
receive payments on shares in advance of calls and by Article 89 to 
exercise all powers of the company not required to be exercised by the 
company in general meeting, subject to any regulations of the articles. 
The loan by the bank was guaranteed by Mr. Wells, but no payment 
-was made by him under his guarantee till after the liquidation of the 
company, when he made a payment of over £5,000 to the bank, and 
gave notice of the exercise of the option conferred by the resolution. 
Subsequently a call was made, and the point to be decided was whether 
the liquidator could enforce the call without allowing for the payment 
to the bank. 

Nevitte, J., said: I will assume for the purposes of my judgment 
that the contract recorded by the resolution was within the powers of 





He died on the 15th of January, | 


1885, leaving a life interest to his son Shadrach, and a subsequent life | 


interest to Jane Anne, and subject thereto to the children of Shadrach, 
and, in the event, which happened, of Shadrach having no children, he 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of the proceeds of sale for all 
“my remaining children.’’ Jane Anne was dead, without issue, and 
Margaret was dead, leaving one child, the defendant, Susannah Reece. 
Shadrach died on the 23rd of June, 1911, and accordingly this summons 
was taken out to determine who were the parties entitled under the 
gift. Counsel for the two surviving children, Meshach and Abednego, 
argued that the words ‘‘ remaining children ’’ meant surviving children, 
and asked to be allowed to read into his argument a passage from 
Volume II. of Jarman on Wills, 6th Ed., at pp. 2123 and 2124. He also 
cited the case of Hughes v. Whitby (1872, I. R. 7 Eq. 91). On the other 
side it was contended by counsel that the words ‘‘ remaining children ”’ 
must mean the rest left over, apart from those already dealt with, and 
that to construe it as meaning “surviving children ’’ would be, in fact, 
to read into the will the word ‘‘alive.’’ Counsel quoted some words of 
Vice-Chancellor Chatterton in Zughes v. Whitby (ubi supra), where he 
said, ‘‘the word ‘ remaining ’ I may observe is an equivocal expreesion 
and may more easily be construed .as ‘other’ than the word ‘ sur- 
viving.’ He also referred to Sheridan v. O’ Reilly (I. R. 1900, 1 Ch. 
386), and read the judgment of Holmes, L.J., which seemed difficult to 
understand, and said that the word ‘“‘survivor’’ was strictly limited in 
its meaning now, and was never held to embrace any larger class than the 
actual survivors, although such an interpretation sometimes works 
hardship. It would not now embrace, as it might have embraced under 
the older law, a sort of stirpital survivorship. 

Parker, J., after stating the facts, said: It is very difficult to 


understand the decision in Sheridan v, O’ Reilly (ubi supra), but, in my | 


opinion, the words ‘‘ remaining children’’ must be construed to mean 
“the others,’”’ and cannot be narrowed down to mean “ surviving 
children,”’ although it is possible that, in some cases, on the reading 
of the whole will the words ‘‘ remaining children’’ might be held to 
mean ‘‘surviving children.’’—Counsrt, Bertram Grimley; Sheldon; 
Schwann. Soricrrors, Flux, Leadbitter, d} Neighbour, for Slater & 
Co., of Darlaston, and Thorne, Robinson, & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LAW CAR AND GENERAL INSURANCE CORPORATION (LIM.). 
Neville, J. 16th and 30th Jan. 


CompaNy—AGREEMENT TO TREAT ANY Moneys Parp sy A Director 1N 
Respect or His GUARANTEE OF THE COMPANY’S OVERDRAFT AT THE 
BANK AT HIS Option AS Patp In ADVANCE OF FuTURE CaLLS—WINDING- 
UP—SUBSEQUENT PAYMENT UNDER A GUARANTEE—OPTION EXERCISED 
CaLtts—Ricut or Set-orr. 

A resolution by a board of directors that payments made by a 
guarantor in respect of his quarantee should be treated at his option as 
payments made in advance of any calls which might be thereafter made 
does not entitle such guarantor to set-off payments made in respect of 
the guarantee after the liquidation of the company against a subse- 
quent call made in the course of the liquidation of the company. 

This was a summons by the liquidator to enforce against Mr. Wells, 
a shareholder, payment of calls made in the winding-up. The amount 
claimed is £8,725, but it was admitted that only part of this was at 
present due. Mr. Wells, a director of the company, guaranteed to their 
bankers a sum of £5,000, advanced by them to the company upon the 
terms of a resolution passed: at a board meeting held on the 6th of 
September, 1910. The resolution was in the following terms :—‘‘ That 
application be made to the London and South-Western Bank (Limited) 
for an advance of £5,000, and that Mr. H. H. Wells be authorized to 
make all necessary arrangements,’’ which was confirmed, ‘‘ and in con- 
nection therewith the board unanimously resolved that in consideration 





of Mr. H. H. Wells having undertaken to become security for such 








the board. What was the contract? It did not discharge Mr. Wells 
from liability in respect of the unpaid balance due on his shares. If 
nothing were paid by him to the bank under his guarantee, or if he did 
not exercise his option, the liability upon his shares remained intact. 
It amounted only to this, that if he made payment to the bank he might 
treat the payment as made on account of the liability on his shares. 
The legal position, then, would be that the company owed him money, 
and that at his eption he was entitled to treat the debt due to him as 
satisfaction of the debt due from him to the company. I cannot dis 
tinguish this from set-off, and certainly if I regard the reasoning in 
Re Paraguassu Steam Tramroad Co.; Black & Co.’s case (1872, L. R., 
8 Ch. Ap. 254) I am forced to the conclusion that it applies with equal 
force to the facts of this case. In my opinion Black & Co.’s case did 
not turn upon want of registration under section 25 of the Companies 
Act of 1867, since repealed. Lord Justice Mellish says on page 264 :— 
‘* The effect of the 38th section of the Act of 1862 is clearly to make 
every person who is at the time of winding-up a shareholder liable to 
contribute to the debts of the company ; that liability being limited to 
the amount unpaid upon his shares. If there be an amount which at 
the time of the winding-up is unpaid on his shares, then he is liable to 
contribute that amount towards payment of the debts of the company.”’ 
In the case before me at the date of the winding-up undoubtedly there 
was an amount unpaid upon Mr. Wells’ shares, and I think he became 
liable for calls to that amount.—CounseL, Gore-Browne, K.C., and 
Galbraith; Younger, K.C., and Maugham. Sortcrtors, H. H. Wells 
& Co.: Rawle, Johnson, & Co., for Pierce & Ellis, Wigan. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CUFF v. LONDON AND COUNTY LAND AND BUILDING CO. (LIM.). 
Eve, J. 23rd Jan. 
Company—Aupitors—Ricut or Access To Books or Company— 

NEGLIGENCE—RESIGNATION—COMPANIES ConsoLipatTiIon Act, 1908 (8 

Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 112, 113. 

Auditors of a company have a right of access at all times to the 
books and accounts of the company, although they are quilty of 
negligence, and proceedings are instituted against them. 

The Companies Act, 1908, s. 112 (6), provides for a casual vacancy 
in the office of auditor, but it does not in terms empower auditors to 
resign, or the company to remove them; and, quere, whether these 
powers exist. 

This was a motion by the plaintiffs for an order giving them access 
to the books of the company.« In March, 1910, the company appointed 
the plaintiffs auditors of the company, to hold office till the next 
annual general meeting, an office which they had filled for many years 
previously. In June, 1911, the secretary of the company died, and it 
was discovered that he had defrauded the company of a considerable 
sum, representing rents treated by him as being in arrear. The 
directors alleged that the fraud of the secretary was largely due to 
the negligent and ineffectual character of the auditors’ investigation 
of the books, and in July last they intimated to the auditors that 
proceedings would be instituted against them for negligence, and 
suggested that they should resign. The plaintiffs denied liability, 
refused to resign, and claimed to exercise their statutory right of 
access to the books of the company. The directors refused to recog- 
nize this claim, and by this action the plaintiffs claimed a declaration 
in accordance with such claim, and now moved for an order giving 
them access to the books of the company. , 

Eve, J.—An objection has been taken to the granting of any relief 
in such a case on an interlocutory application, but I do not think 
I ought to give effect to the objection. The appointment to the office 
of auditor carried with it the obligation to perform certain duties 
of which the most important are those imposed by the Companies 
Act, 1908, s. 113. They include the making of a report to the share- 
holders on every balance-sheet laid before the company in general 
such report to state (inter alia) whether the balance sheet was 
properly drawn up so as to exhibit a true and correct view of the 
company’s affairs as shewn by the books of the company. Mere com- 
pliance with the letter of these statutory requirements involves a 
comparison of the entries in the books with the figures in the balance- 
sheet, but no one would suggest that the duty of the auditors is limited 
to ascertaining that the entries in the books are correctly transcribed 
or summarized in the balance-sheet. As was pointed out by the Court 


meeting, 


of Appeal the auditors are bound to ~—— and take trouble to 
ascertain whether the books themselves shew the company’s true 
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position, and such investigation must of necessity range over an aré a | 


which covers accounts, 


the materials out of which the entries in the books originate. In order 
to enable them to discharge 
the powers enumerated in the same section. Section 112 (6) of the 


Act contemplates the possibility of a casual va ancy in the office, 


vouchers, invoices and documents constituting | 


these duties the auditors are clothed with | the settled legacy. 


but it does not in terms empower auditors to resign or the company to | 
remove them, but it is not necessary in the present case to consider | 


whether these powers existed, since the auditors declined to resign and 
the company had taken no steps to remove them. In these circum- 
stances the auditors are bound to discharge their statutory duties, 
and in so doing they are entitled to exercise the statutory powers 
conferred upon them. The charges of negligence afford no sufficient 
answer to the claim to exercise those powers, nar was there any sub 
stance in the objection that the exercise of them would give the 
auditors an opportunity of ascertaining the evidence on which the 
company will rely in any action brought against them, the answers 


to such objection bei: first that there was in fact no such action 
pending, and secondly that even if there were the materials to which 
the auditors claimed to have access would all have to be disclosed to 
them in such action Che motion therefore was well founded, and there 
would be a mandaror der in the terms of the notice of motion. 

Counse.. P. O. ] K.C., and Polt; Gore Browne, K.C.. and 


Hutcha & Cuff: Mayo, Elder. & Ce 
[Report 8. E, Wittiams, Barrister-at-Law.] 
30th Jan. 


Rte PINE. PINK v. PINK. Eve, J. 


Dest teELeEASE—ENtry in Lepcer—-INTENTION TO GIvE—DIRECTION IN 
Witt tro Denvcr Derr rrom Lecacy—AppoIntTMeENtT OF DEBTOR AS 
EXEecurTor 
1 testator nh lifet e advanced money to h ons-in law, and 

made entrie nh ledge) er neelling the debt By his will he qave 

legacies to h 


daughter and directed that the debts due from his 
Q n-law hould f / Hed azaal e to the dauahters’ leqa ies, and 
not as a loss toh residuary estate, Ile appointed one of the sons-in- 

Hleld. that the debts were not 7 leased, and that the loss must fall on 
the dauahte P leqacu 


This was an adjourned summons asking whether certain debts in 
respect of sums advar | by the testator in his lifetime to his sons-in 
la Rayner and Moore, respectively had by virtue of entries in his 


ledver been rel d and uncelled, and whether if still owing the 


executors ought to take ste ps to recovel the same, or deduct the amount 
from the legacies to his daughters in accordance with the directions in 
the will The testator in his lifetime advanced large sums to his sons 
in-law, E. H. Rayner and Arthur Moore, and in February, 1908, Rayner 
became bankrupt. The testator made entries in his ledger that the 
two debts were cancelled. $y his will made in March, 1908, the 


testator gave £20,000 upon trust for Mrs. Rayner and her children, 
aud he directed that the debt due from her husband should not be 
called in for five years if the interest was punctually paid, but if not 
the whole amount should become immediately payable. The testator 
gave a similar legacy of £20,000 to Mrs. Moore and her children, and 
declared that if she died within seven years after his death her 
husband’s debt should be extinguished. The testator declared that 
any loss sustained in respect of any indebtedness of Rayner or Moore 


should be treated as a Joss to the trust legacy bequeathed to the wife 
of the debtor, and not a i loss to his residuary estate. The testator 
died in 1910, havi ipporinte d Moore one of his executors. 

Eve, J By th mmons the trustees of the will seek for the assist 
ance of the urt in determining certain questions which have arisen 


between the testator’s sons-in-law on the one hand, and his estate on 
the other hand. The testator died in 1910, and during his lifetime 
made large advances to his sons-in-law, and the question is whether, 
having regard to the entries in the ledger, the terms of the will and 
other events, any indebtedness ought to be deducted from the settled 
legacies given to the testator’s daughters. With regard to the advance 
to Mr. Rayner, nothing had been repaid, nor any security given, nor 
any interest paid, and in February, 1908, he became bankrupt and was 
still undischarged. The testator made an entry in his ledger that 
the debt was cancelled, and by his will settled £20,000 on Mrs. Rayner 
and her children, and declared that the debt should not be called in 
for five years provided interest was duly paid. No interest has been 
paid, and the residuary legatees argue that the debt is now imme 
diately payable, and ought to be deducted from the settled legacy. 


i : pote 
do not see what answer there is to that contention. The entries in 


the ledger cannot be regarded as a release, and there is nothing in the 
argument that the bankruptcy put an end to the debt. The case of 
Cherry v. Boulthee (4 My. & Cr. 442), and the other cases cited, were 
no authority for the proposition that a debt was put an end to by 
bankruptcy. The trustees, therefore, ought to treat the indebtedness as a 
loss to the settled legacy. With regard to Moore’s debt, the case was 
somewhat different. There was an entry in the ledger that £5,000 was 
written off his debt for a definite object, and the balance carried 
forward uncancelled. That was communicated to Mrs. Moore, but 
not to her husband. In these circumstances it is difficult to treat the 
entry as an intention to give £5,000 to Mr. Moore. Subsequently, 
there was an entry that the whole debt was cancelled. It was argued 
that the entry showed an intention to give which was perfected by 
the appointment of Moore as one of the executors. I think the evi- 
dence of a gift is very slight, and doubt whether any gift was in- 








tended. But, assuming that there is evidence of a gift, I do not think 
I ought to hold that the gift was perfected by the appointment as 
executor. The trustees, therefore, must treat the loss as falling upon 
Counset, Bradley Dyne; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
and J. S. Green; Jessel, K.C., and Methold; Clayton, K.C., and Owe n 
Thomp on: Farwe 1. SOLICITORS, Hi Klin, Washington, d Pasmore ’ 
1. Tyler; Beard & Sons. 


[Reported by 8. E, 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
LAUNDAUER & CO. ». CRAVEN & SPEEDING BROTHERS. 
Scrutton, J. 25th and 26th Jan. 


Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





TRANSHIPMENT—TENDER OF ONE BILL of 
Ricut to Resecr Goops. 


LADING 
LADING 


Sure—Bitt or 


By mercantile custom a seller c.i.f. must obtain on shipme nt a ti tah 
contract of affreightment to the ultimate destination. Semble, w/ 
qoods are shippe d to a port of transhipment before they are di spatched 
to the final port of destination, and there are two bills of lad ,, a 
tender of the second bill of lading ww nota good tender, and the buyer 
is entitled to reject the goods, 


This was a special case stated by an umpire, to determine whether 
a tender of certain hemp, on the 4th of May, 1910, was, as regards the 
hemp and the documents tendered, a good tender. The original seller 
shipped the hemp at Manila, a recognized shipping port in the Philip- 
pines, to Hong Kong, per s.s. Rubi on the 28th of December, 1909, 
under a bill of lading to the shipper’s order at Hong Kong. He sent 
a copy of such bill of lading forward to London, attached to the 
eeller’s draft to the original buyer. He had at the time of shipment no 

mtract for the conveyance of the hemp to London, but intended to 
tranship the goods at Hong Kong and make such a contract there; but 
owing to circumstances beyond his control, he was unable to make such 
a contract until the 25th of March, 1910, when the goods were shipped 
from Hong Kong by the s.s. Antilochus under a fresh bill of lading 
dated the 25th of March, 1910, and arrived in London about the 12th 
of May, 1910. Meanwhile, the sellers in this case, on the 3rd of 
February, 1910, declared the goods per Pubi to buyers, referring by 
date to the Manila bill of lading of the 28th of December, and on 
the 4th of May the sellers tendered as shipping documents the Hong 
Kong bill of lading of the 25th of March, and the policy of insurance 
covering the goods from Manila to London. The Manila bill of lading 
was not in London at the time. The buyers subsequently claimed to 
reject, on the grounds that the goods were not good tender under th 
contract : (1) because they had not been shipped to London within the 
contract time, as at the time of the shipment to Hong Kong there was 
no contract for carriage to London, but only an intention to make such 
a contract in the future; and (2) because the documents tendered did 
not include a contract of affreightment covering the goods from Manila 
to Hong Kong. The arbitrator found that the bills were not a good 
tender, without specifically stating his view as to the two contentions 
put forward, and stated a case on the first question whether the tender 
of the goods on the 4th of May, 1910, which was a tender of the 
documents referred to, was a good one. 

Scrutron, J., in the course of his judgment, said his attention had 
been called to a decision of Hamilton, J., in the case of Cox yv. Malcolm 
d: Co. (unreported), decided in the Commercial Court on the Ist of 
July, 1910. That was a special case relating to hemp, the contract 
being in the same terms. The goods were shipped within the contract 
period at Manila, but under a contract to Hong Kong, and with no 
contract for carriage to London. They were forwarded to Hong Kong, 
and rejected in London on the ground that they had not been shipped 
to London within the contract period, and that the date of the Hong 
Kong bill, which was after the contract period, was conclusive. Hamil 
ton, J., held that there was no necessity in law for the shipment to 
be under a through bill of lading. If on this point he had only to 
deal with law he would follow this decision, leaving it to be exam 
ined, if the parties desired, by the Court of Appeal, but he would very 
respectfully express his doubts as to its correctness. If, when a seller 
shipped goods sold c.i.f. London, but had no contract for carriage to 
Londou, but only an intention to make one, he could not forward this 
and tender an intention to the buyer. But for the decision of Hamilton, 
J., he would have thought that the seller c.i.f. must ship his goods 
under a contract for conveyance to the port of destination which could 
be transferred; not under a contract part of the way, and an inten- 
tion to make another which could not be transferred. There was, 
however, a finding of the arbitrator, on evidence given before him, 
which left him free to follow his own opinion. He read it as a 
finding of fact that by mercantile custom a seller c.i.f. must obtain 
on shipment a through contract of affreightment to the ultimate destin- 
ition. If, therefore, the decision of the arbitrator proceeded on the 
ground that there was no contract to carry to London made before 
the 3lst of December, 1909, in respect of goods shipped at Manila, he 
held it was correct. The other objection was to the documents 
tendered, which only included the bill of lading from Hong Kong, 
nd not the bill of lading from Manila to Hong Kong. The buyer 
required a policy and contract of affreightment covering the whole 
If the transfer of the bill of lading from Manila to Hong 


adventure. 
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Kong was necessary to enable the buyers to sue the shipowners, it 
should have been tendered ; if, being spent, its endorsement would not 
have that effect, that was another argument in favour of the tender 
of one contract of affreightment for the whole voyage. In his view 
the arbitrator was right on both the grounds argued before him, and 
the award must stand.—Counset, Bailhache, K.C., and Leck; Atkin, 
K.C., and Chaytor. Soticrrors, Waltons & Co.; Druces & Attlee, 


[Reported by Leonarp C. THomas, Seainebtand 


MASSEY DRAINAGE BOARD v. GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. 
Div. Court, 26th Jan. 


Jort-—-LAND—EMBANKMENT RAIsED BY OWNER TO PROTECT AGAINST 
FLoop—ConseQuenr DamAGe to OvHerR LAND—DAMNUM ABSQUE 
INJURIA. 


Kvery owner of land is entitled, provided he acts with reasonable 
care and skill, and provided he uses only reasonable and usual means 
jor that purpose, to do what is necessary to protect himself or protect 
his land against damage by anticipated flood. Accordingly, where a 
landowner erects an embankment on his own ground to prevent natural 
flooding waters which by the lie of the ground would come upon his 
land from doing so, and in consequence the water floods other land and 
does damage, it is a case of damnum absque injuria. 


Appeal from the Peterborough County Court. The defendants owned 
a triangular plot of land close to their railway, upon which by the lie 
of the ground flood water came at times. To protect the plot they 
erected an embankment to repel the flood water from their land, and 
in consequence the flood water flowed off into a drain and burst the 
embankment on both sides of it, doing injury to the plaintiffs. 
It was admitted that the flood water never came on to the defendants’ 
land. The action was brought by the plaintiffs to recover this damage 
on the ground that the defendants, with knowledge of the character 
of the locality, constructed certain works calculated to impede the flow 
of flood water per quod damage accrued to the plaintiffs. The county 
court judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendants 
appealed. 

Hamitton, J.—We must deal with this appeal, as the case before 
the county court judge was dealt with, as a case where a landowner 
has erected works on his own ground to prevent natural flooding waters, 
which, by the lie of the ground, would come upon his land from doing 
so, in consequence of which they flooded somewhere else, and that 
somewhere else happened to be the ground of the plaintiffs, where 
the water did damage. In that state of affairs the county court judge, 
in a carefully considered judgment, has come to the conclusion that 
the case was governed by Hurdman v. The North-Eastern Railway Co. 
(L. R. 1 C. P. D. 168), and that the line of cases which I will not 
say begins, but which for the purposes of this case may be said to 
begin, with Rex v. Commissioners of Sewers for the Levels of Pagham 
(8 B. & C. 355), and to continue with Nield v. London and North- 
Western Railway Co. (L. R. 10, Exch. 4) can be distinguished. It appears 
to us to be perfectly clear that Hurdman’s case (ubi sup.) is inapplicable 
to the facts of the present case ; and that the Pagham case (ubi sup.) and 
that of Whalley v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (13 Q. B. D.) 
govern the facts of the present case. Hurdman’s case (ubi sup.) is 
quite clearly one in which the principle considered was upon what 
conditions as to liability a person erects works of his own on his own 
land for the purpose of diverting water which falls on his own land 
on to his neighbour’s land to his neighbour’s prejudice. The principle 
of Fletcher v. Rylands was the principle evoked in that case. It is 
sufficient to say that the pl made at the trial makes Hurdman’s 
case (ubi sup.) quite inapplicable here. On the other hand, the present 
case, being one in which the works were erected by the defendants on 
their own land fer the purpose of defending themselves against the 
common enemy of a flood, it appears to me to be entirely unnecessary 
to discuss the principle; and it would be very much better to accept 
what I think 1s settled authority, and to say ~~ the principle has 
been laid down in the Pagham case (ubi sup.), in Nield’s case (ubi sup.), 
and in Whalley’s case (ubi sup.), and that there is no more to be said 
about the matter. We were referred to Lawrence v. The Creat 
Northern Railway Co. (20 L. J., Q. B. D. 293), but that case, where 
there is no discussion in any respect of any of the cases which I have 
referred to, clearly appears to have proceeded upon the entirely 
independent principle that those who execute works under statutory 
authority are under a duty to do it with care, so that they may not 
injure other people; and in that case the statutory works had not been 
executed with proper care, whereby the injury which the plaintiff had 
sustained might have been avoided; and therefore, as a matter of negli 
gence in breach of the duty east upon them at common law, the rail 
way company was held liable. It is not in point in the present case. 
The result, therefore, is that the appeal must be allowed with costs, 
and the judgment below set aside and entered for the defendants with 
costs. 

Lusu, J.—I also think that the county court judge was wrong, and 
that there was no liability on the defendants here. Every owner 
of land is entitled, provided he acts with reasonable care and skill, and 
provided he uses only reasonable and usual means for that purpose, 
to do what is necessary to protect himself or protect his land against 
damage by anticipated flood. When Lord Tenterden in. Pagham’s 
case (ubi sup.), said :—‘‘I am therefore of opinion that the only safe 


rule to lay down is this, that each landowner for himself, or the com- 
missioners acting for several landowners, may erect such defences 





for land under their care as the necessity of the case requires, leaving 
it to others in like manner to protect themselves against the common 
enemy.’ I think that Lord Tenterden, in using that language, was 
not speaking only of land which is subject to inroads from the 
sea, but was speaking of the right which each landowner poesesses 
to protect his land against any common danger, whether it is flooding 
by sea water or flooding in time of storm. That is really all the 
defendants have done in this case. It is all that is even suggested 
they have done in this case. If the defendants could be shewn to 
have themselves brought water on to their land by artificial works, 
and then discharged it on to their neighbour’s land, there is no 
question that they would be liable; or if it could have been shewn 
that the defendants when water or filth was on their land, had by 
artificial means, discharged it on to their neighbours’ land, they would 
equally be liable. There is the third case; that if it could be shewn 
that in doing what they did here they did not use proper care or 
skill, they would be liable. But inasmuch as each of those three 
alternative cases is excluded by the admitted facts in this case, the 
bare fact remains, that they have done nothing more than was 
reasonably necessary ; and they have done that in a reasonably careful 
and prudent manner, in order to protect their land against the flood. 
I think that what the plaintiffs have suffered here is ‘damnum absque 
injuria; and they Nell no cause of action against the defendants; and 
therefore judgment must be entered for the defendants here and 
below with costs.—Counset, for the plaintiffs, Bernard; for the 
defendants, Bailhache, K.C., and Hus huis Hills. Soricrrors, Clarke, 
Rawlins & Co., for Percival & Co., Peterborough; 2. Hill Dawe. 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
LORAINE v. LORAINE AND MURPHY. Evans, P. 
22nd Jan. ; 5th Feb. 

Divorce—Decree ABSOLUTE—PETITION FOR VARIATION OF SETTLEMENTS 
Unpver Deep anp Witt—Martrimoniat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 
Vict., c. 85, s. 45)—Marrimoniat Causes Act, 1859 (23 & 24 Vicr., 
c. 144, s. 5) —Restraint on ANTICIPATION CLAUSE IN WILL—POWER OF 
Court To ORDER A SETTLEMENT OF PROPERTY. 

The court has power under the Matrimonial Causes Acts to order a 
settlement of property devolving upon a wife under a will even where 
there is a clause yn restraint of alienation or anticipation. 


Motion on behalf of the petitioner to confirm the registrar’s report 
as to the execution of a settlement by the respondent in favour of 
the petitioner and of the child of the marriage. On the 15th of May, 
1911, the petitioner obtained a decree absolute on account of his wife’s 
adultery vith the co-respondent. The only child of the marriage was 
born on the 4th of May, 1899. On the 25th of September, 1873, by an 
ante-nuptial indenture, the father of the respondent settled a sum of 

5,000 on himself for life, then on his wife, if she should survive 
him, for life, and then in equal shares among his children as he 
should by will or deed appoint. The registrar reported that under 
this settlement the respondent was entitled absolutely to a reversionary 
interest in the sum of £3,000 upon the death of her mother. Unde 
her father’s will the respondeht was entitled to a life interest—after 
her mother’s death—in a sum, which together with her interest under 
the settlement, amounted to £30,000. The sum under the will was 
subject to a clauee against alienation, which ran: ‘‘ And I do hereby 
declare that if any of my children shall alienate, charge, sell or part with 
his, her or their prospective interests under this my will, whether 
absolute, contingent, in reversion, expectaricy or otherwise, vested in 
him, her or them, so that his, her or their shares would vest in some 
other persons or person or company, then and in any suci case such 
child or children shall forfeit all his, her or their interests under this 
my will, as absolutely as if he, she, or they had predeceased me leaving 
no issue, or been expressly excluded from all participation in my said 
estate under this my will.’? By two deeds of appointment dated the 
18th of December, 1903, and the 1st of April, 1908, respectively, the 
respondent appointed the sums of £5,000 and £10,000—subject to her 
own life interest—in trust for the child of the marriage. The regis 
trar, relying on the cases of Milne v. Milne and Fowler (19 W. R. 
1118, 2 P. & D. 295) and Constantinidi v. Constantinidi and Lance 
(1904, P. 306), submitted that the court should order that upon the 
death of the respondent’s mother, the trustees of her father’s 
will should pay two-fifths of the income from the fund of the 
£30,000 derived by the respondent under the said will and settle- 
ment to the petitioner during the joint lives of the petitioner and 
the respondent, and in the event of the death of the petitioner during 
the lifetime of the respondent should order that the trustees should 
pay one-third of the said income during the minority of the child 
of the marriage to any guardian whom the petitioner might appoint 
for his education, and after the completion of his education then one- 
fourth of the income to the child. It appeared that the petition for 
variation was filed on the 29th of May, 1911, and on the 4th of June, 
1911, the respondent and _ co-respondent were married. Counsel 
for the petitioner stated that he moved under gection 45 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, and section 5 of the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1859. The provision as to costs had been agreed to by all the 
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parties. He cited ZLorriman v. Lorriman and Clair (52 Soxicrrors’ 
JourNAL, 499; 1908, P. 282), and contended that the restraint on antici 
pation went when the decree absolute was pronounced, and the re 
spondent became a feme sol Before she married again the petition 
was filed, and the present case was not affected by the alienation clause. 
If the terms of the report were carried out, it would not act as a 
forfeiture : Churchward vy. Churchward (1910, P. 195). An act must be 
a voluntary one in order to bring about a forfeiture. Counsel referred 
to Stroud’s Judicial Di tionary, 2nd ed., vol. 1, p. 65, and cited and 
discussed Jie eaumont (79 L. J., Ch. 744), Lear v. Leggett (1 Russ. & 
My. 690), and C'onstantinidi v. Constantinidi | upra). Counsel for 
the respondent argued that Churchward v. Churchward (supra) applied 
only to a petition for variation of settlements ynder section 5 of the 
1859 Act. The court under the section had no power to vary the terms 
of a valid will, and the restraint on alienation was still existing. 
Counsel for the trustees said that if the present case was governed 
by Constantinidi v. Constantinidi (supra) the court had the power to 
vary, but section 5 of the 1859 Act was the only one which dealt with 
variation of ante-nuptial or post-nuptial settlements. The decisions of 
Constantinidi v. Constantinidi (supra) and Churchward yv. Churchward 
(supra) were decisions under the section 5 of the 1859 Act, and not 
under section 45 of the 1857 Act. The present case he (counsel) sub 
mitted came under the latter section. It was also suggested that some 
provision should be made for the child of the marriage after he attained 
twenty-one, out of the income to be paid to the father until the death 
of the respond nt In reply, counsel for the petitioner cited Michell v. 
Michell (89 W. R. 680, 1891, P. 208). 

Feb. 5.—Evans, P., delivered the following reserved judgment : 
This case comes before the court upon a motion to confirm the regis 
trar’s report, dealing with the question of what settlements should be 
ordered of a guilty wife’s property. A decree nisi for the dissolution 
of her marriage was pronounced against the wife on the 7th day of 
November, 1910, on the ground of her adultery. This decree was made 
absolute on the 10th day of May, 1911. The petition for a settlement 
of the wife’s property was filed on the 29th day of May, 1911. It 
was served on the 3rd day of June, 1911. The wife married again on 
the 4th day of June, 1911. The property to be dealt with is a 
reversionary interest, to which the wife is entitled under the will of 
her father in a fund of £30,000. In the will there are two clauses 
affecting this property which have to be considered, n mely (1) A 
clause providing for forfeiture upon alienation, and (2) a clause in 
restraint of anticipation As to the former clause, it was contended 
that if a settlement were ordered, the wife’s interest would be for 
feited: and that, therefore, there would be nothing to settle. I do 
not think so. On the contrary, I think it is clear by the terms of the 
clause that the forfeiture would only take place upon a voluntary 
alienation, and that an order by this court for a settlement would not 
cause a forfeiture. But the persons who would be entitled by virtue 
of the gift over upon alienation are not and could not be before the 
court on this motion. And if they think that they are entitled under 
the forfeiture clause they are not bound by my decision. It is open 
to them to take such steps elsewhere as they may be advised, in order 
to secure any rights which may be theirs. As to the latter clause, it 
was contended that this court could not order any settlement of the 
property by reason of the clause in the will restraining the wife from 
anticipation. The settlement is asked for under section 45 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, for the benefit of the innocent husband, 
and a child of the marriage. It was argued that a settlement could 
not be ordered because the property came to the wife under a will, 
and that to order a settlement would be to alter or vary the will. 
This is a misconception. The application is not to vary a will, but 
to order a settlement of property devolving under it Norris v. Norris 
(6 W. R. 640, 1 Sw. & Tr. 174) decided that under section 45 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, marriage settlements could not be 
interfered with (see Michell v. Michell (supra) ). In order to remedy 
this, the subsequent Act of 1859, section 5, provided that marriage 
settlements, ante-nuptial or post-nuptial, could be varied where decrees 
for nullity or dissolution of marriage were pronounced. Clauses in 
restraint of anticipation in such settlements do not prevent the court 
making orders for re-settlement of the property: Constantinidi v. 
Constantinidi (supra) and Churchward v. Churchward (supra). It 
would be a curious state of the law if the court could not deal with 
property coming to one of the parties under a will containing a similar 


restraint. I am clearly of opinion that the court can order a settlement 
of the property devolving upon the wife by will in the present case, 
notwithstanding the restraining clause. An instance of such an order 


is to be found in the case of Vilne v. Milne =~ Fou ler (sup? ). The 
dissolution of the marriage in the case now before the court caused 
a discoverture. During the period of discoverture the restraint against 
anticipation did not attach. The petition for settlement was filed 
during this period, and constituted a dis pendens. Even if it had 
been filed before the decree for dissolution had been made abeolute 
the position could not be affected by a subsequent remarriage : Con 
stantinidi v. Constantinidi (supra). The objections raised to the 
registrar’s report are, therefore, overruled, and the report is con 
firmed, subject to certain amendments in detail which do not affect 
the principle-—Counset, Le Bas, for the petitioner ; 7'albot-Ponsonby, 
for the respondent; MacConkey and Ross Brown, for the trustees. 
Soticrrors, Van Sandau & Co., for Wright, Becket, & Co., Liverpool, 
for the petitioner; May, Sykes, & Co., for the respondent; W. W. 
Wynn & Son, for Evans, Lockett, & Co., Liverpool, for the trustees. 

(Reported by Diasr Cores-Pneepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Societies. 


Incorporated Law Society for Cardiff and 
District. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 3lst of January 
at the Law Library, ¢ ‘ardiff. The president (Mr. A. C. Macintosh) 
took the chair. The annual report of the committee and the tre — 5 
statement of accounts were received and adopted. After the adoption 
of the report and accounts, the election of the officers was proceeded 
with. Mr. Ivor Vachell was elected president, and Mr. W. L. Yorath 
vice-president for the ensuing year, and Messrs. Macintosh, Forsdike, 
D. W. Evans, and Trevor Shackell were elected on the committee 
in place of the members retiring at the meeting. Mr. Vachell pre 
sented to the society for the use of the president for the time being 
a beautifully designed gold enamelled badge bearing the arms of the 
city and the name of the society. A cordial vote of thanks was passed 
to Mr. Vachell for his gift. The president then presented the society's 
prize of books to the value of £5 5s. to Mr. Ewan G. Davies, who had 
taken first-class honours in the November final examination of the 
Law Society. Mr. Davies was heartily congratulated on his success 
at the examination. Mr. C. E. Dovey.was re-elected auditor, and 
votes of thanks to the retiring president and to the hon. treasurer (Mr, 
W. Bradley) and the hon. secretary (Mr. Walter Scott) concluded the 
proceedings. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee 

Membership.—The membership of the society has again increased 
during the past year. In January, 1911, the number of members was 
155. During the year two members have died and three have left 
Cardiff. Fifteen new members have been admitted, making the total 
number at this date 163. Two additional subscribers to the library 
have been admitted, raising the number of subscribers to fourteen. 

The Welsh Legal Education Scheme.—The Welsh Legal Education 
Scheme has during the year made satisfactory progress. The board 
has been duly constituted, and has held several meetings in London, 
Cardiff, and elsewhere. The president and Mr. Lewis Morgan have 
ittended these meetings on behalf of this society, and Mr. Lewis 
Morgan was elected vice-president of the board. An arrangement 
has been made with the University College at Cardiff for the holding 
of law lectures and classes in the college buildings. Mr. Bertram 
Jacobs, barrister-at-law, has been appointed lecturer, and the classes 
are in active operation, and are attended by about thirty students. 
Your committee, on behalf of this society, have guaranteed £75 towards 
the first year’s expense of these lectures and classes. It is anticipated 
that the greater portion of this sum will be provided by the fees 
paid by the local students, and that no large contribution from the 
society will be required. 

Circuits.—The proposed amendments in the scheme of assize circuits 
have been considered by the committee, and they have again recom 
mended the division of each assize into sittings at Cardiff for the cases 
from the eastern portion of the county, and at Swansea for those from 
the western portion. This would not only be a convenience to 
prosecutors, litigants, witnesses, solicitors and others having business 
at the assize, but would also considerably reduce expense. 

The Provincial Meeting of the Law Socis ty. The president 
president, and hon. secretary attended the provincial meeting of thi 
Law Socety held at Nottingham, and tendered an invitation to th 
society to hold the annual provincial meeting for the year 1912 at 
Cardiff. The invitation was most cordially receivéd, and in dw 
course formally accepted. The meeting will be held on the 24th and 
25th of September, and will, it is anticipated, be largely attended by 
members of the profession from all parts of England and Wales. 


ee 





The Sussex Law Society. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Brighton, on the 30th of January, 1912. There were present : Mr. Rh. 
Barrett Pope (in the chair), Messrs. C. B. Brill, H. Cane, G. Chees 
man, C. Somers Clarke, C. C. Davie, G. F. Donne, T. Eggar, E. W. 
Hobbs, F. B. Stevens, C. H. Waugh, H. M. Welsferd, H. M. Williams, 
and A. C. Borlase. The report and balance-sheet were adopted, the 
latter echowing a deficit mainly in consequence of a new library catalogue 
having been made. The report referred to the death of Mr. J. W. 
Howlett, who was one of the founders of the cociety in 1860, and had 
been connected with it from that date up to the time of his death last 
August. 

vi R. Barrett Pope, of Brighton, wa’ re — president, and Mr. 
A. C. Borlase, of Brighton, honorary secretary ; Mr. C. Somers Clarke, 
of Brighton, was elected honorary treasurer. The following were chosen 
to serve on the committees :—General Committee: G. Cheeseman, C. 
C. Davie, T. Eggar, C. H. Waugh, H. M. Welsford, H. M. Williams, 
A. C. Woolley, the president, W. F. Verrall (ex-president), and the 
ae secretary. Library oe: H. Cane, G. F. Donne, E. 

. Hobbs, K. Loader, H. W. Skinner, F. B. Stevens, H. M. Welsford, 


1 


» president, and the honorary one Sid Education Committee : H. 
vt Blaker, T. Eggar, 8. V. Farrington, E. W. Hobbs, A. O. Jennings, 
B. Stevens, A. C. ‘Woolley, and the president. A sub-committee was 
a. appointed to revise the rules, and, if necessary, the conditions of 
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The Law Association. 


The usual menthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall, on the Ist inst., Mr. W. P. Richardson in the 
chair. The other sy present age Mr. F. T. Birdwood, Mr. P. 
W. Chandler, Mr. W. Emery, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. J. E. W. 
Rider, Mr. A. _ had Mr. Mark lt Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and 
Mr. E. E. Barron (secretary). Grants amounting to £90 were voted 
for the relief of deserving applicants; nineteen new members were 
elected, and other general business was transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the intermediate examination held on the 17th and 
18th of January, 1912. A candidate is not obliged to take both parts 
of the examination at the same time :— 


First Cass. 
Broady, Harold Edwards, Isaac 


PAsseb. 
Bayley, Thomas Leopold Robinson, John Henry,’ B.A. 
Brown, Leslie Clifford (Cantab.) 


Davidson, George William Russell, Arthur John Godfrey, 
Dickens, Cedric Charles, B.A. B.A, (Oxon.) 


(Cantab.) Sharman, John Charles Lancelot 
Elliott, Charles Albert Shadwell 
Gray, Percy Riley Shaw, Harry Frederick 
Hocken, Stephen Lotan Short, Francis Leslie 
Horton, Kenneth Charles Slater, Thomas Weymark 
Howe, Philip Sorrell, Clement 
Hughes, Edward Steen, Royston Dunbar 
King, David Taylor, Josiah 
Lo, Man Kam White, Montague Adelbert Frede- 


rick Hamilton 
Wilkinson, John Musgrave 


Maitland, Alexander Wood 
Preston, Richard James 
Price, John James 

The following candidates have passed the legal portion only :— 
Banks, Edgar Haslam Lazarus, Bernard Arthur Montagu 
Beresford, Leonard Beardmore Ledbrook, William Haines 
Bryan, Guy Willoughby Stawell Lillington, Conrad Ivan 


Charles, William Rawlinson Lister, Stephen Douglas 

Doré, Roy Holdsworth, B.A. Longden, Frederick Cecil, B.A. 
(Oxon.) (Durham) 

Edwards, Ernest Marsham, John George 

Elson, Henry Edward Mason, Charles Edwin 

Farmer, Henry Gamul, B.A. Merrett, Edward Lewis 
(Oxon.) . Mole, Gerald Chamberlain 


Feather, John Monckton, Francis Guy 

Forshaw, John Morell, Israel 

Forster, William Oxley Need, Leonard Oakden 

Fowles, Robert John Pattie, John George Leslie 
Gamage, Leslie Carr, B.A. (Oxon.) Pearson, Hugh Watson, B.A. 


Gamlin, Alexander Gilbert (Oxon.) 

Graham, Charles Ronald, B.A. Perkins, Frederick William 
(Oxon.) Phillips, Arthur Austin 

Graves, Arthur Glendower Poll, Cuthbert Herbert 

Greenwood, George Prendergast-Arnold, George An- 

Hall, Arthur William Gain thony, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Hardiman, Philip Leycester 
Hayes, Bernard Damian Joseph 
Heelis, Guy Hopes 


Price, Charles Frederick Tempest 
Reynolds, David 
Robinson, Charles Keith 


Hobbs, William George Samuel, Reginald Evan 
Hodgkins, James Percy Sykes, Harold Keith 


Huntbach, Gerald William, B.A. Trenfield, Reginald Blair 
(Cantab.) Wearing, James 

James, Cyril Hammond Webster, Reginald Everard Adolphe 

King, "Thomas Charles Wilson, Ernest Edward 

Langley-Smith, William Humphries Winter, John William 


No. of candidates ... os oo Passed . «a BB 


The following candidates have passed the trust accounts and book- 
keeping portion only :— 


Ac we Gray, C harles Gerald, Banyard, James Hirst, B.A. 
(C ‘antab. ) (Cantab.) 

Pom Cedric Harcourt Bell, Lionel Stuart 

Allaway, Trevor Rhys Bone, Geoffrey Foster 

Archer, John Burrell, Charles Hearn Oscar 

Atkinson, Norman Evans Dudley 

Averill, Percy Griffiths Butterley, Harold 


Badham, Percy Cane, Frank Cuthbert 

aa h wea “ — Chadwick, Arthur George 

aily rthur Alexander Ruse Clappé, Montagu Bur her, LL.B. 
Baker, Aubrey Halliwell, B.A fLeation} ie 





(Oxon.) Collinson, Edgar Henry 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, ZINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 
Chairman —John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 
Harold Agnew, Esq. L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 


ee Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. | Archibald Herbert James, Esq 
E. Broughton, Esq. The Rt. Hon, Lord Moaneghtes, G.C.M.G. 
sheund Church, Esq. William Maples, ae 
Philip G. Collins, Esq. Edward Moberly, 
Robert William Dibdin, Esq The Hon, Mr. Be Phillimore. 
Sir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C. ., K.C, George Thompson Powell, Esq. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
Sir Howard W. Siphiastens, Bart. The Hon. Charles Russell, 
The Hon. Mr. Justice Gran " H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq. 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - - £4,750,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary, 








Corke, Nigel Arthur Le Mesurier, Hubert Francis 
Corrie, Guy Temple, B.A. Augustine 

(Cantab.) Lewis, Charles Cecil Courtney 
Cree, Charles Edward Victor, B.A. Llewelyn, William Eustace 


(Oxon. ) Lucas, William Herbert 
Crofts, John Cecil Mather, Thomas James Elton, 
Cunningham, Graham B.A. (Cantab.) 
Dillon, Malcolm Alexander Meldon Middleton, Arthur Reginald 
Dodd, Arthur Leigh Nash, Henry Herbert 
Druitt, Geoffrey Tremenheere Nicholson, Cuthbert Freer 


Edmondson, Cyril Arthur Parnall, John 

Ellis-Danvers, Gerald Rochfort Pawson, David Owen, B.A., 
Foord, Herbert Quallett LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Fuller, Gordon Howard Perry, John Cyril, B.A. (Cantab.) 
Gepp, Ernest Cyril Phillips, Cecil ‘Augustus 

Gibbs, Herbert Gray, B.A. (Oxon.) Porter, Frederick Ernest Gilchrist 
Gibbs, Thomas Foster Price, Clifford James 

Gotto, Guy Wolfe, B.A. (Oxon.) Pride, Bernard Cecil 

Gwyn, Arthur William Roberts, William Norman 


Halliwell, Cyril Ernest Rust, Arthur Arnold, B.A. 
Harvey, George Jordens (Cantab.) 
Harvey-Samuel, Guy Daniel, B.A. Samuel, Ivor Dudley 
(Oxon.) Selman, Arthur Philip 
Henderson, Alan Leslie, BA. Shackleton, William Beckworth 
(Oxon.) Downs 
Henri, William Ainsworth Sharp, Aubrey Temple 
Hickson, Cuthbert Gollan Slade, Frank 
Holt, Frederick William Whittell Smith, Harold Machin 
Hosegood, Ralph Snow, John, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Tatham, Cecil Francis, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 
Thomas, Edwin Sydney 


James, David Eynon 
James, Herbert Harold 
Johnson, Arnold Miller 


Jones, Allan Gywnne Wade, Hugh Robert 
King, Charles Francis Wilks, Spencer Bernau 
Lavender, Franklin e Wilton, Harold 

No. of candidates ... « Passed ... ae 


By order of the Council, 
8. P. B. Buckni1, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 2nd February, 1912. 





FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 


were successful at the final examination held on the 15th and 16th of 
January, 1912 :— 
Abrahams, Lionel Brown, Reginald Southgate 


Archer, Lewis Kendray, LL.B. Brumfitt, George Richard 
(London.) Brunton, Frederick Henry 
Archer, Thomas, B.A. (Oxon.) Buckley, Edmund Cecil Gladstone 
Bagnall, George Barry, B.A. Butter, Francis Sam 
(Cantab.) Calvert, George Blaylock 
Baines, Bernard Chaffers, Edward Mitchell 
Balfour, Archibald Edward, LL.M. Clement-Davies, Cecil Vincent 


(Cantab.) Clift, Sidney William 
Barlow, Ernest. Collis-Sandes, Maurice James, 
Bateman, James Dudley Percy B.A. (Oxon.) 

Gray Corbett, Rowland George 
Bates, Norman Malcolm Crookes, Harold 


Benjamin, Thomas Joseph Cruesemann, Carl Heinrich Eduard 
Billing, Herbert Samuel, LL.B. Cumberbirch, James 


(London) Dale, Donald Hale 
Bingley, Henry Frederick Dudley Davies, William 
Blake, Denis Henry Daw, Stuart Broughall 


Bloom, Henry, LL M. (Liverpool) Farr, John Philip 

Bonus, Ernest Melvill, B.A. Fenton-Jones, Douglas William 
(Oxon.) Fenton 

Braune, Friedrich Wilhelm Gloster, Oscar Frederick 


Brittain, Arnold Gray, George Donald 

















BY APPOINTMENT. 


GENERAL 


ACCIDENT FIRE AND LIFE 
ASSURANCE CORPORATION, Limirep. 
ESTABLISHED 1885. 


£2 000,000 
£4,000,000 


Assets Over 
Claims Paid EXCEED . 


CHIEP OFPICES: General Buildings, Perth. 
General Buildings, Aldwych, Strand, Lond:n, W.C. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


Ronds accented by the High Cou-ts for Receivers and / dministra‘ors; by Board 
of Trade for Trustecs in Bankruptcy and Liquidators. 
Bonds also accepted by the Inland Revenue, Excise, 
meot Departments. 
CONTINGENCY RISKS. 
Guar intees issued in respect of Lost or Mirsing Documents. Def-ctive Title, 
Missing Beneficiaries, and issue Risks. F. NORIE-MILLER, J.P. Gen-ral Manager. 


Treasury, and other Govern- 











Gummer, Stanley Rowland, Frank 
Halsall, Robert tudd, Noel Bateman, B.A. (Can 
Hardwicke, Charles James tab.) 
Hare, Evan Alfred Amyas Sandbach, Frank Stainton 
Hirst, Fr brit W vodham Sayer, John Hopwood 
Hobson, William Anthony Seaward, George Scott 
Houlder, Wilson Alfred Lawrence Slater, Arthw 
Jackson, Albert, LL.B (Victoria) Sleeman, Stuart Bertram, B.A. 
Jacobcon, William George (Oxon.) 
John. Hubert Edward Smith, Alan Montague 
Johnson, Percy Edward John Smith, Algernon 
Jones, Arthur Russell Smith, Herbert George 
Jones, Felix Ernest Stapleton, Reginald Walker 
Kendrick, Robert Arthur Stone, Arnold 
Kent, John Streatfeild, Newton 
King, John Skelton Clarke Stringer, Charles Edward Wood 
Layfield, Alan cock, B.A. (Cantab.) 
Letts, Alfred Edmund Harrison Stringer, Cuthbert Henry, B.A. 
Ebbs (Cantab.) 
Lillington, William Harold Sutton, Bertine Entwisle, B.A. 
Lindsell, William Frederick (Oxon.) 
McGinity, Conal Ross Swanwick. Frederick Bertrand, 
Mammatt, Edward Martin B.A L.B. (Cantab.) 
Marchant, Ernest William Swarbrick, Edgar 
Marchant, Robert Percy Taberner, Charles Maurice 
Mason, Charles Farebrothet Tacon, Thomas Henry 
Millburn, Frederick Ashton Teesdale, Hugh, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Monks, Charles Phethean Thomas, Idwal Hywel 
Moore, Richard Thomas, Trevor 
Neobard, Harold John Cooke Thompson, Henry Ayscough 
Owen, Henry Leftwych Haddon Thompson, Lionel Field, B.A., 
Pasmore, Archibald Besley LL.B. (London) 
Petty, Richard Stathers, B.A. Thornton, William Clifford 
(London) Urban, Arthur 
Plant, Harvey Forshaw Walker, Robert John, LL.B. (Lon- 
Plant, William James don) 
Powell, Scott, B.A, (Oxon.) Wardley, Frank 
Powys, Atherton Richard Norman, Whittam, John 
LL.B. (London) Willcox, George Harold 
Preston, Francis Noel Dykes, Williams, Henry Edward 
LL.B. (London) Wilson, Wi sm um 
Rash, John Cecil Woo, Hangkam Kwingtong 
Richardson, Sydney Owen Bellerby Wood, Reginald Townsend 
Riley, Albert Victor Wright, Charles 
Roberts, Enos Herbert Glynne, Wright, Edwin George Chapman 
B.A. (Liverpool) Yates, William Fletcher 
Ross, Arthur William 
No. of candidates ‘ 149 Passed ... 118 
By order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucknite, Secretary. 
Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, 2nd February, 1912. 


The Bacon and Holt Scholarships at Gray’s-inn. 


Professor Goudy, M.A., D.C.L., Regius Professor of Civil Law in 
the University of Oxford, has accepted the office of examiner for the 
** Bacon’ and “ Holt’’ scholarships, which are awarded annually 
by the benchers of Gray’s Inn to students of that society. 

Law Students’ Societies. 

Law Srupents’ Desatina Socirery.—Feb. 6.—Chairman, Mr. P. B. 

Skeele.—The eubject for debate was: ‘‘ That in the interests of the 


profession and of the public, there oo be a fusion between the two 
branches of the legal profeesion.”” Mr. Tyser opened in the affirma- 
The following members 


tive, Mr. W. 8. Meeke opened in the apaen 
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outiond the prwe »—eoum. H. C. Dowding, H. R. W. Powys, H. 
G. Meyer, R. F. Mattingly, F. Burgis, and E. J. Kafka. The motion 
was loet by four votes. 


Obituary. 





Mr. W. H. Rowe. 
We regret to announce the death, on the 6th inst., of Mr. William 
Hugh Rowe, formerly Aesistant Paymaster-General for the Supreme 


was born in 1851, and was appointed Deputy Acsie 
tant Paymaster-General in 1892. He succeeded Mr. Lewis as Aseistant 
Paymaster-General in 1900. In October, 1908, while at work at the 
office, he had a stroke of paralysis, from the effects of which he never 
recovered. Partial paralysis ensued, and in October, 1909, as there 
appeared no prospect of complete recovery, he resigned his office. A 
very hard worker, he never epared himeelf in his efforts to investigate 
obscure cases and improve the machinery of the office. The chief re 
of his labours was the revision of the Supreme Court Funds Rules in 


1905. 


Court. Mr. Rowe 


ult 


Mr. H. B. Batten. 


death, on the Ist inst., is announced of Mr. Henry B. Batten, 
of Yeovil. He was educated at Cheltenham and New College, 
and was admitted in 1874, and about the year 1880 succeeded 
as town clerk of Yeovil, and clerk to the borough and county 
He subsequently became registrar of the Yeovil County 


The 
solicitor, 
Oxford, 
his father 


magistrates. 


Court. Mr. Batten had been in bad health for some time. 
Mr. J. A. Johnson. 

Mr. John Arthur Johnson, the town clerk of Southwark, died on the 
Ist inst. He was admitted in 1893, and formerly held office in v: “yer 
capacities under the corporations of Colchester, Leicester, Burnley, anc 
Leeds. He had been for some twenty years connected with South 
wark, being first appointed clerk to the vestry of St. George the 


Martyr, Southwark. 


Mr. V. Lushington, K.C. 


Mr. Vernon Lushington, K.C., died last week in his eightieth year. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the 





Bar in 1857, ana was made a Queen’s Couneel about 1868. In 1869 he 
became Secretary to the Admiralty, but in 1877 he was appointed 
County Court Judge for the circuit comprising Surrey and Berks. He 
retired about the year 1900. 
tal News. 
Appointment. 

Mr. Arsert Earnsuaw, barrister-at-law, Puisne Judge of the 
Supreme Court of the Gold Coast, has been appointed Junior Puisne 
Judge of British Guiana. 


, Information Required. 

SIR JOHN MURRAY SCOTT, Baronet, Deceased.—Any pe! 
who witnessed the signature of the deceased to any will, codicil « or 
other testamentary disposition eubsequent to December, 1907, or nee 
has the custody or care of any such document, is kindly requested a 
once to communicate with Messrs. C apron & Co., of Savile place, Con. 
duit-street, Loudon, W., solicitors. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Lewin, Husert WIiIttrAM MILLER, 
Woo.tston, and Stpney Herserr Spencer Cook, 
Sons, & Lewin), Wellingborough. Dec. 31.—So far 
said William Lewin and Hubert William Miller; the said 
Eustace Woolston and Sidney Herbert Spencer Cook will 
the said business under the same style as heretofore. 
SypnNey James Extuis, FRANcIs 
Epwarp Ke tty, solicitors (Camp, 
Bushey, Rickmansworth, and London. 


WILLIAM CHARLES Eustace 
solicitors (Burnham, 
egards the 
Charles 


continue 


as Ir 


NORMAN 
Luton, 


and 


Watford, 


Victor Rosinson, 
Ellis, & Co.), 
May 31 


Joun JosHva Hanns and Ceci Gasriet Linpo, solicitors (Hands & 


Lindo), 119, London-wall, London. Jan 31. 

Joun Warten Hints, Arsert Hamitton Goprrey, and Water 
Jounston Hatsey, solicitors (Hills, Godfrey & Halsey), 25, Queen 
Anne’s-gate, Westminster, London. Jan. 31. So far as regards the 
said John Waller Hills, who retires from the firm; the said Albert 
Hamilton Godfrey and Walter Johnston Halsey will continue the 


said practice at the above address under the present style or firm of 
Hills, Godfrey, & Halsey. [Gazette, Feb. 2. 
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Wrtum Henry Benrens, CHartes Wrerorp-Brown, Rosert 
Pires Hornsy, and Watrer Pearse Hewett, solicitors (Jenkins, 
Baker, Reynolds, & Co.), 38, Old Jewry, London. Sept. 17. So far 
as regards the said Robert Phipps Hornby, who retires from the said 
firm; the said William Henry Behrens, Charles Wreford-Brown, and 
Walter Pearse Hewett will continue to carry on the business of the 
partnership under the style or firm of Jenkins, Baker, Reynolds & Co. 

[Gazette, Feb. 6- 


General. 
Lord Gorell is stated to be laid up with influenza and bronchitis. 


It is announced that the Secretary of the Lord Chancellor, who deals 
with the appointment of Justices of the Peace, is at present absent 
from illness, and it is requested that all communications to the Lord 
Chancellor on this business which admit of six or seven weeks’ delay 
may be postponed. 


During the hearing of a case at the Central Criminal Court on the 
3lst ult., Mr. Justice Ridley, says the 7'imes, referred to the manner 
in which a police officer took the oath. His Lordship said he noticed 
that people read the oath from the printed card as though it were 
an advertisement. The ceremony of taking the oath seemed to be 
degenerating more and more into a formality. 


Mme. Koueselin recently presided at one of the law courts in Paris, 
says the Hvening Standard, and pronounced judgment in a dispute be 
tween masters and workmen. The case was heard before the court estab 
lished to deal with trade disputes, the bench of which is composed of 
an equal number of representatives of employers and employed. Just 
as the case started the chairman became ill and had to leave, and as 
his deputy was not present, Mme. Kousselin was called upon to conduct 
the proceedings. She displayed marked tact and dexterity and scru- 
pulous fairness, and in the end gave judgment in favour of the work 
men amid applause, which, for once, was not immediately suppressed. 


A Dutch newspaper, says the Amsterdam correspondent of the 
Times, reports the formation of a Committee at The Hague the object 
of which is to give lectures by eminent jurists on subjects of Inter 
national Law in the Peace Palace during a part of the year. M. Asser 
has been elected president, and amongst the members are the two ex 
Foreign Ministers, Jonkheer Karnebeek and M. de Beaufort, as well 
as many practising international lawyers, members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration, and ex-members of the Peace Conferences. The 
Carnegie Institute of International Peace at Washington has promised 
a considerable subsidy, and it is proposed to form a Dutch Institute 
for the aforesaid purpose. A Committee meeting was recently held at 
The Hague, when M. Asser armounced his intention to provide a 
nucleus of capital for the Institute from the Nobel Prize recently 
awarded to him. The Committee will now appeal to a large number of 
foreign jurists for co-operation and support. 


If the juries of other days, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, 
discuesing the effect of the law of libel on fiction, had exhibited the 
generous tendencies of their descendants towards plaintiffs in libel 
actions, both Thackeray and Dickens might well have figured in court 
at the suit of various prototypes of the characters they drew. Why 
should not Mr. Justice Gaselee have brought an action against the 
latter in the Court of Common Pleas? Everybody knew that fun was 
being made of that painstaking judge when the doings and sayings 
of Mr. Justice Stareleigh were given to the public in the ‘‘ Bardell v. 
Pickwick’? number of the ‘‘ Pickwick Papers.’’ When the pen of 
Dickens was recording the oddities of Stareleigh, J., Mr. Justice 
Gaselee was a judge of some three years’ standing. He turned his 
back on the Common Pleas at the end of Hilary Term, 1837, after 
thirteen years’ service. ‘Though he was not orator enough to 
commence practice as a leader,’’ says one of his biographers, ‘ his 
deseryed_ reputation for legal knowledge soon recommended him for 
a judge's place.’’ And a judge he became, accordingly, at the age 


of 62. 


The elasticity of Austrian judicial procedure has, says the Vienna 
correspondent of the 7'imes, rarely produced a spectacle more singular 
than that witnessed at Prague during the trial of an official named 
Versbach von Hadamar, a cousin of the commander of the Vienna 
Army Corps, for falsification of documents relating to his title of 
nobility. The accused was admitted to have falsified, or caused to 
be falsified, various documents relating te the title, but his defence 
was based on the plea that he had committed or procured the forgery 
while in a hypnotic condition and under the influence of hypnotic 
suggestion emanating from persons unknown. The principal witness 
for the defence was a nerve specialist, who claimed to have discovered 
the religious formula with which Versbach had been hypnotized. The 
formula, he said, begins :—‘‘ Aeternus Deus, respice. . .’’ At these 
words the accused sprang to his feet, stretched out both arms, grew 
pale. and murmured slowly :—‘‘ Me indignissimum servum tuum.” 
The experiments which the specialist then proceeded to perform with 
the accused were interrupted by the Public Prosecutor, who cried, 
‘I protest against such hocus pocus.’’ An angry conversation ensued, 


in the course of which the medical adviser of the Court tried in | 


vain to drag down Versbach’s extended arms. Nothing daunted, the 
medical adviser then challenged the specialist to drag down his ex- 
tended arms. The specialist tried and failed, but as a supreme test 


then thrust a long pin into the hand of the accused, who did not 
flinch. Finally the presiding Judge adjourned the proceedings sine 
die, pending the preparation of a report by the medical faculty upon 
the mental condition of the accused. 


Lord Eversley presided, says the 7'imes, at the meeting last week of 
the Commons and Footpaths Preservation Society, when the eolicitor 
(Mr. Percival Birkett) presented a report upon the provisions of private 
Bills to be introduced into Parliament during the comiig Session, 
and which will affect commons, open spaces, and rights ot way. It 
appeared that twenty-two gas, water, railway; tramway, drainage, and im- 
provement schemes seek power to take in the aggregate about 550 acres 
of common land or open space. Of these Bills it was decided to oppose 
the Metropolitan Railway Bill, under which Cassiobury Park, Watford, 
is threatened with bisection. It was also decided to oppose the Woking 
Gas Bill, which proposes to authorize the appropriation of 45 acres 
of Horsell Common. It was decided to institute inquiries in regard 
to a number of other Bills, including the Swansea Corporation Bill, 
under which Mumbles Hill will be affected, and eleven railway Bills 
which seek power to block up public footpaths. The secretary stated 
that Mr. E. N. Buxton and himself had been nominated to act on 
behalf of the eociety as arbitrators in settling disputes in regard 
to eighty-three disputed footpaths in the Home Counties. The 
nominations had been made by the landowners and parish and district 
councils, 


The Master of the Rolls, in replying to the toast of ‘ The 
Legal Profession’’ at the annual dinner of the Bradford Law 
Students’ Society, on the Ist inst., said, according to the Brad- 
ford Daily Telegraph, it was fifty years last month since 
he was called to the Bar, and therefore he thought that he 
was in a position to know something about the legal profeesion. 
He proceeded to speak of the changes which had taken place in the 
standing of the lawyer, and said the profession was becoming more 
and more a profession of really educated and trained gentlemen, 
ind not a profession such as was so much ridiculed in the past. He 
came across a sentence by Dr. Johnson the other day, in which that 
writer said : ‘‘ I don’t care to speak ill of any man behind his back, 
but I believe the gentleman is a lawyer.’’, Turning from Dr. Johnson 
to Dickens, his hearers knew what pictures Dickens drew of lawyers, 
such as Dodson and Fogg, the solicitors, and Justice Stareleigh. The 
former were not desirable people, and the Judge was not an ornament 
to the Bench. But in these days lawyers occupied honourably pro- 
minent positions of all kinds. The Cabinet was full of lawyers. In 
America the same thing prevailed. He would not attempt to define 
what was law, but he would tell them what it was not. It was not 
merely that which was enacted by an Act of Parliament. Let them 
take the Insurance Act. He supposed some day he would have to 
try and understand it, but he did not now. He knew nothing more 
distasteful than trying to understand modern Acts of Parliament. 
‘‘ With all your advantages,’’ proceeded the learned speaker, ‘I hope 
nd believe that many of you are destined to attain great success in 
our profession, but remember that you are entering not upon a mere 
money-making occupation, but an honourable profession, a profession 
which requires the most scrupulous care, the highest sense of honour, 
without which our work would be indeed not worthy to be done at 
all. My task on the Bench would be absolutely hopeless if I did not 
feel that I could place confidence in the members of the Bar, and in the 
solicitors who instruct them. Don’t let these traditions be imperilled 
by anything any of you do in the future. I do sincerely hope that 
when the time comes and you pass your final examination you may 
have the pleasure of taking home with you a parchment bearing my 
very illegible signature.” 








Roya Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branclies, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reaisteags IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Emerorxcy Aprprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 









Date. Rota. No, 2, Joyvor. Swinrew Eapy. 
Monday Feb. 12 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Charch Mr Beal 
Tuesday ........ 18 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Wednesday...... 14 Church Synge Bloxan Goldschmidt 
Thursday. oo 15 Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Friday .... . 16 Bloxam Theed Leach Ohurch 
Saturday ......... 17 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 

Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Juatice 

Date. W arrinetos. Nevitye, Parker. Err. 
Monday Feb, 12 Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer 
Tuesday ......... 18 Leach Churen Farmer Beal 
Wedresday...... 14 Borrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Thursday.. . 16 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 
friday ..... . 16 Greswell Farmer Beal Synge 
Saturday ....... am Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Church 
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The Property Mart. 


Fcrticoming Auction Sales, 
: Freehold Ground Rents 


Feb. 13. 
see Advertirement, back page, Feb 13). 

Feb. 13.—Mesers. Wearazeatt & Geen, at the Mart, at 2 
(ee advertisement, back page, this wee'). 

Feb. 15.—Mesers. Stimsow & Sowe, at the Mart, at 2: 
advertisement, back page, ths week). 


Mesers. Tavacoop & Maatrs, at the Mart, at 2 


Leasehold Resider ce 
Freehold Ground Rents (see 


Feb }15.—Meesrs. H. ©. Fosrra & Caaxvietp, at the Mart, at 2: Rever_io’s, Life 
Policies, &c. (see advertisement, back pags, this week), } 

Feb. 20.—Mesere. Gro, Goutpsuira, Son, & Co., at the Mart, at?; Leasehoid Rosi- 
dence (s%e advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb, 27.—Mesars, Daiver, Jonas, & Co., at toe Mart, at 2: Freeho'ds and Loase- 
hold (see advertisement, back page, Feb. 3) 

Feb 24,—Mesars. Dasiet Surra, Son, & Oaxtay, 
a vert’sement, back page, Jan. 27). 

Feb. 20,—Meesrs. Vewrom, Butt, & Coorer, at the Mart, at 2: Frachold Ground- 
Rents and Building Land (see advertisement, back page, Feb. 3). 


* 
at the Mart: Ground Rents (see 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Feb. 2, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Liurrep tm Caanoeer. 


BELL MoToR Agency, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed to be 
heard Feb 13. Bower, Cotton & Bower, 4, Bream’s bidgs, Chancery In. Agents for | 
Lawton, Salomonson-Sangster & Mainprice, 13, Old Millgate, Manchester, solors for | 
the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock | 
in tne afternoon of Feb 12 

D. G. ALLEN & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, to send their names 
and addresses, and par-iculars of their debts or claims, to Lewis Breedon, 42, Poultry, 
liquidator, 

GOLD Coast RuppER AND MAHOGANY ESTATES, Ltp -Petn for winding-up, presented 
Jan 31, directed to be heard Feb 13. Heywood & Kam, The Outer Temple, 222, Strand, | 
solors for the petnrs Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 12. 

H. Toutson & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edgar A. 
Mitchell, Esq, Tanfield Chambers, Hustiergate, Bradford. Neill & Dawson, Bradford, 
solors for the liquidator. 

HACKING, ADAMS, & Downer, LTD 
send their names and addresses, and 
George Middlemist-Downer & Atbert George 
Co, solors for the liquidators. 

MoToR EXCHANGE (HUDDEKSFIELD), LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 18, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. Tom Herbert Kaye, 314, New st, Huddersfield. Ramsden & Co, Hud lersfleld, 
solors for the liquiuator. 

NyovG RUBBER PLANTATIONS, LtpD—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 31, directe1 to 
be heard Feb 13. Heywood & Ram, The Outer T+mple, 222,:Strand, solors for the 
petor. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of Feb 12. 

RHODESIA EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts | 
_ or claims, to Jas. W. Clark and F. J. Sloan, Austin Friars, liquidators 

Vot Fipres Ltp—Creditora are required, on or before Feb 17, to send in their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert John Towns, 26, 
Victoria st, liquidator. 








Creditors are required, on or before Mar 14, to 
the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Mickleburgh, 169, Fleet st. Biddle & 
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JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitsp 1m Omancest. 

B. N. C., Lrp, (18 VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION) —Creditors are required, on or before Mar 
18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Strangways Neave, 15, Great St Helen's, liquidator. 

BouM LENS LAMP Co, Ltp. (IN) VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creiitors are required, on 

. Or before Mar 18, to senu their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Edward Strangways Neave, 15, Great St Helen's, liquidator. 

Brook Kirstein & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding- p, presented Feb. 1, directed to be 
heard Feb 20. Emanuel & Simmonds, 19, Finsbury cir, solors for the petnrs. Notice 
“ peng wen reach the above named not later than 6 o’ciock in the afternoon of 

eb 19. 

DANIELL Bros, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 17, directed to be heard 
at the Court House, Burney st, Greenwich, Feb 16 Forbes & Co.'8, Qieen st Notice of 
sppensing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
feb 15 

¥F C WHITE & Co. Ltd—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed to be heard 
at the Guildhall, Bristol, Marl Hiscocks, 38, Poultry, solor forthe petnrs Notice of 
sm must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

‘eb 29 

INDUSTRIAL CONTRACT SYNDICATE, Ltp—Petn for winding-up presented Jan ¢2, directed 
to be heard Feb 20 Thorp & Saunders, 79, Salisbury house, London wall, solors for the 
petor Notice of appearing must_reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Feb 19 

LONDON BUILDING EsTaTES DEVELOPMENT Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Jan 31, directed to beheard Mari. Ralp! Raphael & Co, 17, Colemaa st, solors for the 
ptors. Notice of appearing must reach the aoove named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Feb 29. 

LONDON'S LEADING Hosters Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Alfred Slade, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs, liquidator. 

Matson Cosway Lrp (in LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, 
to send in their names and addrewses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Herbert Chantrey, 61 & 62, Lincoln's ina fields, liquidator. 

MONOPLAN Hawkior Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 29, to send 
particulars of their debts or claims to A. Pottier, 14, rae Pavis de Chavannes, Paris. 
De la Chapelle & Co, 34-36, Gresham st, solors fur the liquidator. 


Om RoYALtTIgs Trust, LTD (IN ee -e are required, on or before 
Mar 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Raphael Consonni, 66, Bishopsgats. Lawrence & Co, 4, St Mary Axe, solors 
to the liquidator, 

ROAD AND RAIL ENGINEERING, LTD—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed 
to be heard at the Court House, St Peter's Churchyard, Derby, Feb 21 at 10.30. 
Moody & Woolley, 20, Corn market, Darby; agents for Field & Co, 36, Lincoln's inn 
fields, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 20. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Crarm. 


London Gazette.—Faripvay, Feb. 2. 


Dasks. Annie Excrza (also of Tuomas Atpert Danas), Old Hill, Staffurd Murch 1 
Danks v Danks, Eve, J Cooksey, Stafford 








Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
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ApoocK, MARTHA, Watford Marl Camp & Co, Watford 
ALLEN, GEORGE, Carden st, Peckham Rye and Tunbridge Wells 
Son, Coleman st 


Mar 15 Worrell & 


| ALLEN, JANE, Carden st, Peckham Rye and Tun>ridge Wells Mar 15 Worrell & Son, 


Coleman st 

AVERILL, JAMES GRIFFITHS, Golder’s gdns, Golder’s Green 
Liverpoo! 

BRADLEY, JOHN, Doncaster Mari16 Dawson & Burgess, Donca ter 

BRADLEY, MARY, Doncaster Mari6 Dawson & Burgess, Doncaster 

Brook, the Rt. Hon FREDERICK WILLIAM (Baron Rendleshwm), Woodbridge, Suffolk 
Marl Saltwell & Co, Stone bidgs, Lincnin’s inn 

Brows, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Clarence rd, (roydon Mur 18 
st, Bloomsbury 

BURKE, MICHAEL ARTHUR, Bradbournue st, Parsons Green 
Golden sq, Regent st 

BURNE, WILLIAM JOHN, Grasmere, Westmorlaid, Chauffeur Mar 4 Gatey & Son 
Ambleside 

BUTLER, Mary, Fulham rd 
ion 

Curr, WILL, Oldham, Engine Fitter Mari Ascroft & Co, Oldham 

CowPER, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Photographer Feb 20 Mi ler & Cu, Liverpo 1 

CrosBY, MARY JANE, Scarborough Mari6 Lucas & Padley, Sheffi Id 

EvoWARvS, WILLIAM, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler Mar 2 Hughes, Shrewsbury 

ELIAS, ABDULLAH, Brooklands, Chester, Merchant Mary Cobbetc & Co, M sachester 

ELLW 0D, ELLEN, Ashford, Middix April 1 Carter & Carter, Great James st, Bediorl 
row 

Gipson, WILL'AM, Stainton House, nr Kendal, Westmorland Feb 28 Cartmel, 
Kendal 

HARRISON, ANN, East Cocker, Somerset Feb 16 Watts & Co, Yeovil : 

HARTLEY, WILLIAM, Egremont, Chester, Manufacturing Confectioner Mar 16 Toulmin 
& Co, Liver 

HERRST, CHARLKS EDWARD Marl Scott & Co, Bradford 

HILL. THOMAS, Nottingham Mar4 Wells & Hind, Nottingham - Bs 

HOWELL, ARTHUR PEARSE, Cheniston gdos, Keusington Mar 12 Neish & Co, Watling 
t 


Marl Carruthers & Gedye 


Roath & Co, Southampton 


Marl Richardson & Co 


Mar 1 Gibson & Co, Portugal Street bldgs, Lincoln's 


st 

JEFFREY, ANNIE LovuIsa, Chipping Campden, Glous, Licensed Victualler Feb 24 
Geoffrey & New, Chipping Campde: - ; 

LAKE, Ropert, Teynham, Kent Marl Tucker & Co, New ct, Liacoln’s ina _ 

LAMBERT, MARY ANN, Wroughton rd, Wandsworth Mar 16 Ward & Co, King st 
Cheapside 

LISTER, WILLIAM, Handsworth, Manufacturing Jeweller 
Birmingham 

LoTT, KATHARINE PHILIPPA, Ocford Mar 1 Morrell & Co, Oxford 

LOWDELL, EDWARD, MRC3 Chalcot gdns, Haverstock hill, Mar 10 Cramp & Co, Queen 
st, Westminster s 

MARSHALL, GeoR@s, Sutton Coldfield Mar4 Maycock & Hayward, Birmingham 

MEAKIN, SUSAN, Birkdale, Southport Mar 25 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

MEDCALF, WILLIAM, Grosvenor rd, Highbury Mar 31 Mills, Bishopsgate 

MILLS, SAMUSL, Portland pl April 13 Mills & Co, Haddersteld 

Morrison, JOHN, Bedford Mar 25 Halley & Morrison, Bedford 

MUNSLOW, EMILY, Hereford Mar2 Wallis, Hereford 

NEWTON, ELIZABETH JANE, York Mari5 Hick & Son, Scarborough 

NEWTON, RACHEL FRANCES ANN RENSHAW, Nottingham Mac 25 Hazzledine, 
Nottingham . 

Newron, WILLIAM ELIJAH RENSHAW, Nottingham Mar 25 Hazsledine, Nottingham 

PAYNE, WILLIAM ALFRED, Claremont rd, Forest Gat» Feb 29 Barrett & Son, Leaden- 
hall ss 

REID, JouN, RN, VD, Sternhold av, Streatham hill Feb 29 Rodgers & Co, Walbrook 

SHERMAN CONSTANCE, Greenwich Mar i4 Evans & Co, Gray's inn sq 

SHIMIELD, CONSTANCE, Souths2a, Hants Marl0 Kendall & Co, Carey st 

SILLEM, MARY ANN, Queen’s Gate ter, Kensiagtoa Mar 16 Simpson & Co, (race- 
church st 

SINAUVER, SIGMUND, Palace gt, Kensington April3 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

SPIEGEL, ERNS?, Bishopsgate, Foreign Banker Mar 9 Craesemann & Rouse, (irace- 
church st 

TOWNSEND, ANNIE JANE, Gipay hill, Upper Norwood Feb 29 Samble, Burton on Trent 

[TREVKELYAN, EDMOND FAURIBL, Leeds, Physician Mar16 Nels om & Co, Leeds 

TULLEY, WILLIAM HENRY, Kingston upoa Hull, Suipywner Mar 31 Jackson & ©», 
Hull 

VENN, WILLIAM, Gravesend, Kent Marl Price & Sons, Worcester House, Walbrook 

WARD, EDWARD, Newcastle upon Tyne, Beer Retailer Mar 12 Livingston, West 
Jarrow : 

WATTS, WILLIAM, Lowesmoor, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Feb 21 Coombs, Wor- 
cester 

Wood, GEORGE JouN, Dorchester Feb14 Lock & Co, Dorchester 0 

WRIGHT, FRANCIS BERESFORD, Wootton Court, Warwick, J P Mar 9 Thicknesse & 
Hall, Little College 85 


Mar 30 Pepper & Co, 











B k ° DONKIN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Hatter ; Hupsox, JoHN CLARE, Thoraton by Horncastle, Linco!n 
an ru ptcy otices. Middlesbrough Pet Janilz Ord Jan 27 Pet Des 22 Ord Jan 26 ‘ aii 
ondon Gazette.—TORS ‘ EVANS, HENRIETrA, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr | Jones, ARTHUR CxosBY BRETT, Chatham, Surgeon 
a = means —- & Tydfil Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 Rochester Pet Janz5 Ord Jan 25 
ADJUDICATIONS. GALE, GKORGE ARTHUR, Walham Green, Builder Hig) | Jonxs, WILLIAM, Rhosbodrual, Carnarvon, Farmer Bangor 
—~t ~aeet, Old Hill, Staffs, Baker Dudley Pet Court Pet Dee 7 Ord Jan 26 Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
an26 Ord Jan 26 HEPPENSTALL and EARLE, Stanley, nr Wakeield, Grocers :vI_ ERNEST, Peterborough, Colliery Agent 
BABBAGE, WILLIAM JAMES, Lincoln, Milliner Lincoln Waketield Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 2% — oe ~ og 26 Ord Jan 26 in 














Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 
BOND, ALFRED, Northampton, General Dealer North- 
ampton Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
CAUSLEY, CHARLES RICHARD, Teignmouth, Lodging house 
Keeper Exeter Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 








HERDERT-BURNS, CYRIL GRORGE, Great Jates st, Bedford 
row, Auctioneer High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan 
26 

HoTouEN, ISAAC, Bradford, Picture Frame Maker Brad- 

ford Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 











Lows, ToM, Tenbury, Worcester, Farmer Kidderminster 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

MILLAR, JAMES, Mark mans, Shepherd’s Bush, Plas‘erer 
Brentford Pet Aug 4 Ord Jan 26 
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MORRIS N, JOHN, Golders Green rd, Hampstead, Chemist | Srxexs, Arruur, Bradford, Saddler Bradford Pet Jan 
High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Jan 26 81 Ord Jan 31 

PigG, RICHARD Dixon, North Shields, Cart Spice Tay or, Jous, Darfield, nr Barnsley, Boot Dealer Barnsley | 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 2 Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

PorTASS, JOSEPH, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Machine Owner | Tuorps, Ropeart Tame, Great Grimsby, Labourer Great | 
King’s Lyon Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 Grimsby Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Taicktepank, Epwarp, Tamworth, Provision Merchant 


[Vol. 56.] 28t 
| Cumat, Epwarp, Goutal, Middlx, Grocer 


Windsor Pet 
Jan 13 Ord Jan 


Cuerstwas, Evear an Hambledon, Hants, Haulage 
Contractor Southampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


| Deacoy, Frayk Tuomas Brg, Oxford, Commercial Clerk 


PURYER, ILLIAM GEORGE C)MrTON, Northampton, 
Builder Northampton Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 Birmingham Pet Jan 299 Ord Jan 29 
RA'HS NE, GEOXGE, Northwich, Cheshire, Stonemason | wae Josera, tas Lines, Grocer Boston Pet Jan | 


Nantwich Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 26 30 Ord Jan 

RipegeE, THOMAS EpWRICK, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Baker | | Weneee, Frep, Chostertl, Plasterer Chesterfield Pet 
Bradford Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 Jan 30 Ord Jan 3 

ROBERTS, ARTHUR THOMAS, Shrewsbury, Licen:ed Vic- 


tualler Shrewsbury Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 26 | RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETITION 
SIMPSON, WILLIAM, Market Drayton, Salop, Farmer DISMI3SED. 
Nantwich Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 | Barper, old Broad st High Court Ree Ord Noy 7, 1911 


SINGLETON, ROBERT THOMPSON, :— Mill Furuisher | 
Biackburn Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

SMITH, WILLIAM EDWARD, Coventry, Builder Coventry 
Pet Jan 33 Ord Jan 23 

STEVENS, GEORGE, Cocking, Sussex, Brick Manufactarer | 
Brighton Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


THOMAS, WILLIAM, Bridgend, Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff 
Adjud June 26,1911 Annul Jan 26, 1912 | 
MITCHELL, DAVID EDWARD, Northampton, Coal Merchant | 
—_ Adjud Bept 15, 1900 Annul Jan 24, 

2 


Pet Oct 20,1911 Resc & Dis Jan 25, 1312 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atuport, Haney, Old Hill, Stafford, Baker Feb 12 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
| Awstous Tine AND Fescixa Yo, Tar, Cricklewood In, 
Middix Feb 12 at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
AsprvaLy, Joseru, Hanley, Colliery Owner Feb 12 at 3 
| The North Stafford Hotei, Stoke on Trent 
| Bappace, Wittiam James, Bailgate, Lincoln, Milliner 
Feb 13 at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 
| Bonn, ALFRED, Northampton, General Dealer Feb 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 
Bouter, Saran Sorata, Lilandegley, Radnor, 
Feb 10 at 12 Offa st, Hereford 
Baitisa Accessories Co, Tue, Pentonville rd Feb 13 at 
11 Bankruptcy b!dga, Carey st 
Buvey, Ernest Caarves. Burbage rd, Herne Hill Feb 12 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
| Curistmas, Epaar James, Hambledon, Hants, Haulage 
Contractor Feb 123 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southampton 
Cuay, a Eve rs, Nuneatoa, Builder Feb 14 at 11 
Off Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 
Crocker, J , Dover st Feb13at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Evans, oneres, Dowlais, Dany: Tydfil, 
Keeper Feb 14 at 12 Off Rec, County Court, Towa 
Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 
Dalton Holme, Yorks, Joiner Feb 13 


Grocer 
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Aprep, Atraev Avausrtvus, Great mate, Grocer Great 
Grimsby Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 

Attsor, Water, Bolton, Poultry + am Bolton Pet 
Jan 30 Jan 30 

pm Tite anp Fencina Co, Taz, Cricklewood In, 
Middix High Court Pet Dec 39 Ord Jan 30 

Baitisu Accessoaies Co, Tus, Pentonville rd High Court 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 30 

Butey, Eanest Cuarves, , rd, Herne Hill High 

urt Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 29 

Cuaistmas, Epcar James, Hambledon, Hants, Haulage 

Contractor Southampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 





Crocker, J A, Dover st High Court Pet Jan 9 Ord | Hemineway, Isaac, 
Jan 30 at 11.30 Of Ree, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Deacoy, Faaxnk Tuomas Bre, Oxford, Commercial Clerk Hull ‘ 
ord Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 Jongs,'Artaur Caossy Brett, Chatham, Surgeon Feb 14 


at 10.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Laycock, Jouw Argtauar, Leeds, Fish Hawker Feb 12 at 
11 O/f Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Lowe, Tom, Tenbury, Worcester, Farmer Feb 12 at 2.15 


Dys n, Atbeat James, Slough, Bucks, Stationer Windsor 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 39 

Eowarps, WILLIAM, a nr Pontrhydyfen, Glam, 
Labourer Neath Pet Jan30 Oxd Jan 30 


Farvey, Francis Epwarp, Newport, Mon, Grocer New- Lion Hote!, Kidderminster 
port, Mon Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 Paar, Georce Hexry, Chindos st, Pablisher Feb 14 at 11 
Gotpstoye, Myee, Bolton Furniture Dealer Bolton Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Pare, Epwarp James, Dover st, Piccalilly Feb 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Parronarp, Evi;zapeta, Ferndale, Glam, Fruiterer Feb 13 
at é ., St Catherine's chabrs, St Catherine's st, Ponty- 
ri 

Posten, Witiiam Georce Comprox, Northampton, Builder 
Feb 13 at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Ray, Joun Rosert, Bury, Hunts Feb 12 at 2.15 The 


Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 30 
Gazex, Eowarp,'Kilsby, Northampton, Commercial Tra- 
veller Northampton Pet Dec 8 Ord Jan 31 
Heirons, Apert Ciarenor, Stonard rd, Palmers Green, 
Builder Edmonton Pet July 18 Ord Jan 31 
Heminoway, Isaac, Dalton Holme. Yorks, Joiaer King- 
ston upon Hull Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Hvoues, Ronert. Llangynhafal, Farmer Wrexham Pet 


Jan 29 wrd Jan 29 Lion Hote!, Ramsey, Hunts 
Joxes, ArTHurg Sonumacagr, Ashton under Lyne, Joiner | Ricaagps, Stevan, frehasod, Glam, Undergroun1 Ripper 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Jan 17 (rd Jan 29 Feb 12 at 3.30 St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine's 


st, Pontypridd 

Suereve, Atraep H, Derby Feb 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 5, 
Victoria bldgs, London rd, Derby 

Simpson, Witi1aM, Market Drayton, Salop, Farmer Feb 12 
at11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, staffs 

Syxes, Aeruur, Bankfoot, Bradford, Saddler Feb 10 at 11 
Off Ree, 12, Dake st, Bradford 

Taompson, Herseut Hype, Kingston upon Hull, Auctioneer 
Feb 15 at 11.39 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull 

West, Srersen, Thornhill rd, Croydon, Meat Salesman’s 
Canvasser Feb 12 at ul 132, York rd, Westminster 


Laycock, Joan Arava, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Nerriesuir, James Wittiam, Winterton, Lincs, Journey- 
man Plumber Great Grimsby Pet Jan 30 Ord 
Jan 30 

Paas, Gsoror Henry, York bldgs, Adelphi, Publisher 
High Court Pet Desi9 Ord Jan 31 

Parmer, WaLter Harvey, Weston super Mare, Professor 
of Music Bridgwater Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Paxton, Grorae Hewry, wm ee Pattern Maker Not- 
tingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


Paitcuarp, Eizasera, Ferndale, ee Fruiterer 
. tg gg ow 2. yg Jan ad Bridge rd 
ICHARDS, Stepaey, Tre) Glam, Ue lerground Ripper 
Pontypridd Pet Jan29 Ord Jan29 ot ASCCRCOR TOONS, 
Roserts, Witrari Vincest, Cundall Hall, nr Borough-| Atprep, A.tFagp Avaustus, Great Grimsby, Grocer 


Great Grimsby Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Avtsop, Water, Bolton, Poultry Salesman 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


bridge, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan $1 
Suaw, Artnue Luoyp, and Faank Rosinson oo, a 
Lancs, Piumbers Bolton Pet Jan 27 Ord J: 
Sattu, Davip Caarues, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Collier. , = 
aiff Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 





Sweep High Court Pet Nov 21 Ord Jan 29 


Oxford Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Dyson, ALbeat James, Slough, Busks, Stationer 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Epwarps, WittiaMm, Tonmawr nr Pontrhydyfen, Glam 
ae Neath and Aberavoa Pet Jan 30 Ord 
an 3) 

Fartey, Francis Eowarp, Newport, ao Grocer 
port, Mon Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 3 


Windsor 


New- 


| Gopwis, L G, Mitcham rd, West Goan, Baker Croy- 


Ricuarps, S8tepaey, Trehaf 


Restaurant | 


| Taorre, Roseat Waarper, Great 


don Pet Jan 12 Ord ‘Jan 30 

Go.pstoxr, Myer, Bolton, Furniture Dealer 
Jan25 Urd Jan 30 

Garvin, Joseru, we ¥- + oo Victualler Birken- 
head Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 2 

Hammonp, Georor Taomas oe and A.rarp MIvEs, 
yy Essex, Builders Chelmsford Pet Jan12 Ord 

an 

Hemisaway, Isaac, Dalton Holme, Yorks, Joiner King- 
ston upon Bull Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Hvucars, Roseat, Liaogynhafal, Denbigh, Farmer Wrex- 
ham Pet Jan 29 ‘Grd Jan 29 

Jonzes, Anruua Scuumacuer, Ashton under Lyne, Joiner 
Ashton under Lyne PetJan 17 Ord Jan 31 

Layoock, Jous Aaruvr, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Nerriesur, James Witttam, Winterton, Lincs, Journey- 
man Plumber Great Grimsby Pet Jan 30 Ord 
Jan 30 

Patmer, Watrer Harvey, Weston super Mare, Professor 
of Music Bridgwater Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Paytos, Georce Henry, Grantham, Pattern Maker 
Nottingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Patroaarp, Evizasetrn, Ferndale, Giam, Fruiterer and 
Greengrocer Pontypridd Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

, Glam, Underground Ripper 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 29 ‘Ord Jan 29 

Roserts, Witragp Vincent, Cundall Hall, oar Borough- 
bridge, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Saaw, Argruue Leioyp, and Faank Rosinson Saaw, Bury 
Lanes, Plumbers Bolton Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Sarita, Davip Caarcies, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Collier Car, 
diff Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Sykes, Arraua, Bradford, Saddler Bradford Pet Jan 31 
Ord Jan 31 

Tay.or, Joan, Darfield, nr Barnsley, Boot Dealer Barns- 
ley Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Labourer 

Great Gumsby Pet Jan29 Ord J 

Taicktesank, Epwarp, Tamworth, Tlien Merchant 
Birmingham Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Witsox, Josera, Boston, Lincs,Grocer Boston Pet Jan 30 
Ord Jan 30 


Bolton Pet 


foam 


| Waieut, Faep, Chesterfield, Plasterer Chesterfield Pet 


| ASHBURNER, TOM, Mordiford, Hereford, Farmer 


Bolton Pet | 


Boororr, Taomas, Great Western rd, Harrow rd. Chimney 


Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
E:more, Witttam, Manchester, Baker Manchester 


Adjud July 7, 1910 Annul Oct 31, 1911 
Roceas, Josera James, Havant, Hants, Coal Merchant 
Portsmouth Adjud Novy7,1890 Annul Jan 25, 1912 
London Gazette.—Tuxrspvay, Feb. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AINS .TE, JAMES JOHN, Great Yarmouth Norwich Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
ARMITAGE, FRANCIS VicroR, Oldham, Club Manager 


Oldham Pet Jan 22 Ord Febl 

ILere- 
foyd Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

BALDWIN, ERNEST and Tom DAL¥*, Pocklington, Yorks, 
Grocers York Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 1 

BARRATT, JosEPd, Bolton, Taxi Cab Proprietor Bolton 


Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 31 
BOTTOMLEY, JOHN EDWIN, Shipley, Confestioner Bradford 
Pet Jaa 18 Ord Fen 1 


CHAPMAN, JAMES CLAYTON, Manchester, Cotton Goods 
Merchant Manchester Pet Dec 29 Ord Feb 2 
Butcher 


EDMUNDS, THOMAS, Winchcombe, Glous, 
Cheltenham Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
EDWARDS, HERBERT WILLIAM, Hove, Masseur Brighton 
et Feb 1 Ord Febl 
EVANS, THOMAS LEB. Mor-ton, Chester, Farmer Birken- 
head Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MOoOORGATE 
ESTABLISHED 


24, 
iN 1890. 


ee om DOW, 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation, 
Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases ur Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


On epplication. 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insuranoa, now covers 
risks in connection with:—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, 





Fidelity Cuarantee, Third Party, etc., under a perfected Pooling system of Insurance. 
APPhY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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HARRIS, Wers.Ley, Maidenhead, Domestic 
Machinery Dealer Windsor Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
HAYWARD, ERNEST CHARLES, Bethnal Green rd, Publican 

High Court Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb2 


GEORGE 


Jones, Joun, Carno, Montgomery, Grocer Newtown 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 
JuKes, Ruvvs, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield Pet Fed 1 


Ord Feb 1 


KETTLEWELL, WILLIAM, Riccall, Yorks, Farmer York | Feb 16 at 10.45 Court House, King’s Lynn 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 | RoBertTs, WILFRED VINCENT. Cundall Hall, nr Boroagh- 

Levy, Davip, Nursery rd, Brixton, Fruiterer Wanis- | bridge, Yorks, Farmer Febi9at 1 Off Rec, The Red 
worth Pet Feb1 Ord Febl | House, Duncombe pl, York 

Levy, Joseen, Caledonian rd, Fruiterer High Court | Rocws, Louis, Emperors gt, South Kensington Feb 15 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 

MENZIES, James, Gubyon av, Herne Hill Portsmouth | RusseLt, Horace RUTTER, Kensington Gardens sq, 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 31 | Insurance Broker Feb 15 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

MIppLeTON, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Coal Dealer Sheffiaid | ‘arey st 


Ord Feb 1 
OREY, Maidenhead, Cigar Manufacturer 
Windsor Pet Dec 16 Ord Feb 3 
NicHoLson, Gkorar, Cullercoats, 
Fruiterer Newcastle upon Tyne 


Pet Jan 31 
MONSELL, CEcIL ¢ 


Northumberland, 
Pet Feb Ord 


Feb 2 

OAKLAND, Henry, Nottingham, China Merchant Notting 
ham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

OPENSHAW, THOMAS, Bury, Lancs, Clerk 
13 Ord Jan 31 

Ricwargps, RicHakRD WALTER, Llandudno, 

Bangor Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb? 

uk, Louis, Emperor's gate, South Kensington 

Court Pet Dec23 Ord Feb i 

RvussELL, Horace Rvutrer, Kensington Gardens sq, Insur 
ance Broker High Court Pet Dec 8 Ord Feb 1 

SANDBROOK, JOHN, Cilmaenllwyd, Carmarthen, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

SEYMOUR, ARTHUR, Shaftesbury av High Court Pet Jan 


Bolton Pet Jan 
Physician 


Ro High 


16 Ord Feb 1 
Suiru, Jou, Seighford, nr Stafford, Grocer Stafford | 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 


FOLOMoN, SOLOMON, Osborn st, Trimmings Merchant 

High Court Pet Jan 8 Ord Feb1 
Srones, Joun J, Ulverston, Contractor 
Ord Feb 


Barrow in Fur- 


ness Pet Jan 17 
SWAN, EpGarR AUGUSTINE, Maitland Park, Haverstock 
Hill High Court Pet Jan17 Ord Feb 1 } 
PayYLor, Gkonee HeNRy, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet | 
Feb l Ord Febl | 
THORNLEY, JoseeH, Bolton, Provision Dealer Bolton Pet | 


Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Watson, Tom, Alstonfield, Staffs, Farmer Barton on 
Trent Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

WILLAN, WaLTeR HARTLEY, Todmorden, Upholsterer 
Halifax Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb3 

Wooparp, T AnD Sons, Camden rd, Walthamstow, 


Ord Feb1 
Pet 


Pet Jan il 
Hatter Rochester 


Leather Dealers High Court 

Worsrorp, ARTHUR, Brighton, 
Febil Ord Feb 1 

Yarrow, H L, Regent's Park rd, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb 1 

Youne, WILLIAM Joseru, New Tredegar, Mon, 
Tredegar Pet Febl Ord Febl 


Baker 


Amended Notice subs! ituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 24: 


Lewrts, DAVID MorGAN, Talgarth, Brecon, Farmer Here- 
ford Pet Uct27 Ord Nov 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anprep, ALFRED AvGusrus, Great. Grimsby, Grocer 
Feb 14 at 11.30 Oo Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Ghimaby 
ALLSOP, WALTER, Bolto), Game Dealer Feb 16 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
BALDWIN, ERNEST. and ToM DALR, Pocklington, Yorke, | 
Grocers Febi19ac3 Off Rec, The Red House, Dun- 
combe pl, York 
BoTroMLEy, JouN EpWIn, Shipley, Confectioner Feb 14 | 


atil Off Rec, 12, Dake st, Bradford 

CHADWICK, JOHN WILLIAM, Walsden, Todmorden, Cotton 
Manufacturer Feb 15 at 12.15 Railway Hotel, Tod- 
morden 

CLEAVER, GzorGER HALL, Tackley, Oxford, 
Feb l4atll 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

DEACON, FRANK THOMAS Byk, Oxford, Commercial Clerk 
Feb 16at12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

EDWARDS, HERBERT WILLIAM, Hove, Masseur Feb 14 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM, Tonmawr, ur Pontrhydyfen, Glam, 
Lab urer Feb l4 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 
St Mary's st, Swansea 

EVANS, THOMAS L&R, Moreton, Chester, Farmer 
1L Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

FARLEY, FRANCIS EDWARD, Newport, Mon, Grocer Feb 14 
at il Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

HAYWARD, ERNEST CHARLES, Bethnal Green ri, Publican 
Feb i6acsl Bankruptey bidga, Carey st 

Hvanes, Ropert, Liangynhafal, Denbigh, Farmer Feb 15 
at 12.80 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Jones, ARTHUR SCHUMACHER, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs, 
Joiner Feo léat3 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

JONES, WILLIAM, Rhosbodrual, Carnarvon, Farmer Feb 
16 at12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

JUKES, Rurvs, Sheffield, Butcher Feb 14 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Shewleld 

KETTLEWELL, WILLIAM, Riccall, Yorks, Farmer Feb 19 
at 3.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duacombe pl, York 

KING, HARRY, HoRACB KING aud MANOAH KING@. Sheffield 
Roilers Feb 14 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

LEVY, DAVID, Nursery rd, Brixton, Fruiierer Feb i6 at 11 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

NETTLESHIP,JAMES WILLIAM, Winterton, Lincs, Journey- 
man Plumber Feb 14 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary st‘ 
Great Grimsby 

NICHOLLS, ARTHUR THOMAS, Weston super Mare, Tobac- 


Blacksmith 


Feb l5at 


NICHOLSON, WILLIAM ALFRED, Wisbech Saint Mary, Cam 


Orensaaw, THomas, Bury, Lancs, Clerk Feb 16 at 11 
PALMER, WALTER HARVEY, Weston super Mare, Professor 


| PortTass, JosgeH, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Machine Owner 


SAN 
SEYMOUR, 


SHAW, ARTHUR LLOYD, and FRANK ROSINSON SHAW, Bury, 
SINGLETON, ROBERT THOMPSON, Blackburn, Mill Furnisher 


&MiTH, DAVID CHARLES, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Collier Feb 
SOLOMON, 


Swan, EDGAR 


THORPE, ROBERT WARDER, Great Grimsby, Labourer Feb 


TRICKLEBANK, EDWARD, Tamworth, Provision Merchant 


| HOBLYN, FREDERIC SMYTHIES, Broad Street p), Merchant 


JONES, JOHN, Carno, Montgomery,Grocer Newtown Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb 2 
| JUKES, RuFvs, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield Pet Feb 1 
Ord Feb 1 
KETTLEWELL, WILLIAM, Riccall, Yorks, Farmer York 


bridge Farmer Feb 16 at 10.30 Court House, King’s 
Lyna 


Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


of Music Feb iat 1145 Off Rec, Bristol 


BROOK, JOHN, Cilmaenllwyd, Carmarthen, 'armer 
Feb 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
ARTHUR, Shaftesbury av Feb 15 at 
Hankruptcy bldga, Carey st 


12 


Lancs, Plumbers Feb 15 at 11.30 
M«nchester 


Of Rec, Byrom st, 


Feb 15 at 10.15 County Court Offices, 8t John's Lovge, 
Richmond ter, Blackbur. 


15 at 12.30 117,8t Mary st, Cardiff 

SOLOMON, Osborn st, Trimmings Merchant 

Feb ldatl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

AUGUSTINE, Maitland Park, Haverstock 
hill Feb 15at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TAYLOR, JOHN, Darfield, nr Barnsley, Boot Dealer Feb 
14 at 1.30 Off Rec, Regent st, Barasley 

THOMAS, PETER, St Nichol.s, Glam, Farmer 
12.30 117, 8t Mary st, Caroiff 


Feb 14 at 


14 at 12 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
Feb 14 at 11.30 Raskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

TWEEDALE, GEORGE LEACH, Rochdale 
fown Hall, Ruchdale 

WILLAN, WALTER HARTLEY, Todmorden, Upholsterer 
Feb 15 at 1045 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 

WooDARD, T aud Son, Camden rd, Walthamstow. Leather 
Dealers Feb16 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WORSFOLD, ARTHUR, Brighton, Hatter Feb 14 at 10.15 
115, High st, Rochester 

YARROW, H L, Regent's Park rd, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 16at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 


Feb 20 at 11.30 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AINSLIE, JAMES JoHN, Great Yarmouth Norwich Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

ASHBURNER, TOM, Mordiford, Hereford, Farmer Hereford 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

BALDWIN, ERNEST, ant Tom DALR, Pocklington, Yorks, 
Grocers York Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

BARRATT, JOSEPH, Bolton, Taxicab Proprietor 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Febz 

BECKETT, JOSEPH JAMES, Philpot In 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 31 

CHAMPION HARRY, New Malden, Surrey, Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec19 Ord Febl 

EDMUNDS, THOMAS, Winchcombe, Glos, Butcher 
tenham Pet Feb 1 Ord Febi 

EDWARDS, HERBERT WILLIAM, Hove, Masseur Brighton 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb! 

EVANS, THOMAS LEE, Moreton, Chester, Farmer 
head PetJan3l Ori Jan 31 

FISHER, FREDERICK, Church rd, Brixton, Foreign Fruit 
Merchant High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 3 

FOTHERGILL, ROBERT GRAHAM, Norfolk st, Strand High 
Court Pet May 23 Ord Feb 2 / 

GREEN, EDWARD, Crick, Northampton, Commercial Tra- 
velier Northampton Pet DecS Ord Feb3 


Bolton 


Kingston, Surrey 
Chel- 


Birken- 


High Court Pet July 6 Ord Feb 2 


Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

LE VERRIER, CLAUDE BLACKBURN, Bournemouth, Dental 
Surgeon Poole Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 

Levy, DAVID, Nursery rd, Brixton, Fraiterer Wandsworth 
Pet Febl Ord Feb1 

LEVY, Joseru, Calejonian rd, Fruiterer 
Feb5 Ord Feb5 

MIDDLETON, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Coal 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb? 

NICHOLLS, ARTHUR THOMAS, Weston super Mare, Tobacco 

_ Hist Bridgwater Pet Nov 23 Ord Feb? 

NICHOLSON, GEORGE, Cullercoats, Nothumberland, 
— Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb2 Ord 

eb 2 

OAKLAND, HENRY, Nottingham, China Merchant Notti 1g- 
ham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

PAGE, GEORGE HENRY, Chandos st, Publisher 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Feb 3 

ROCHE, LOUIS FREDERIC PAUL AvGusTg, Emperor's gt, 
—_ Kensington High Court Pes Dec 23 Ord 

‘feb2 

SANDBROOK, JouN, Cilmaenllwyd, Carmarthen, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

SHREEVE, ALFRED Harry, Derby 


High Court Pet 


Dealer Sheffield 


High Court 


Derby Pet Jan 15 


Ord Jan 31 

SM.TH, JoHN, Seighford, nr Stafford, Grocer Stafford 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

SOLOMON, LAZARUS, White Lion st, Norton Folgate, 


Furrier tighCourt Pet Jan 1 Ord Feb 2 
TAYLOR, GEORGE HENRY, Norwich, Baker Norwich 
Pet Febil Ord Febi 


THOMaS, JOHN, Fochriw, Glam, Colliery Overman Mer- 


THORNLEY, JosEPH, Rolton, Provision Dealer Bolton 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb3 

WALLER, Epwtn, Walbrook, Mortgage Broker High Court 
Pet Nov15 Ord Feb2 

WILLAN, WALTER HARTLEY, Todmordon, Upholsterer 
Halifax Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

WorRSFOLD, ARTHCR, Brighton, Hatter Rochester Pet 
Feb 1 Ord Febl 

Youne, WILLIAM JosEPH, New Tredegar, Mon, Baker 
Tredegar Pet Feb 1 Ord Febl 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 
The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to be given, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFIVIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,375,000. 





Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Consequential Loss, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances. 

HEAD OFFICE :—42-45, New Broad Street, E.C. 
West End Office : 61, St. James's Street, 5.W. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans mau be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 








REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 


EsTABLISHED 1823. 
Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 
Reversions, Life interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Options for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,825. 


30, Coleman St., London, E.C. 





AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 


s. a. 

Abstracts Copied - «» ©O 8 per sheet. 

Briefs and Drafts oe +» 2 3 per 20 folios, 

Deeds Round Hand .., «. 0 2 per folio. 

Deeds Abstracted o «ws 3 O per shest, 

Full Copies oss on on © Us folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet t, $d, ditto; 

Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS, 
A Large Stock of $*COND-HAND REPORTS AND 


TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


14, BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 3, Bream’s Buildings.) 











Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS, TAILORS. 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 











conist Feb 14 at 11,30 Off Rec, Bristol 


thyr Tydfil Pet Jani2 Ord Feb 1 





93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

















